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From: James Contos <jcontos@fhcrc.org>

To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Feb 12, 2007 4:39 PM

Subject: Glen Canyon Dam Long Term Experimental Pian
Mr. Rick Gold

Regional Director of the Bureau of Reclamation
Upper Colorado Region

Attn: UC-402

125 South State Street

Salt Lake City, UT 84138-1147

Dear Rick Gold,

It has come to my attention that the Bureau of Reclamation will be
reviewing the operation of Glen Canyon Dam in an attempt to mitigate
the negative impacts to the Colorado River ecosystem in Grand Canyon
National Park. | would like to commend the Bureau for trying to
improve the degradation in Grand Canyon caused by operation of the dam.

Of course the best way to restore the ecosystem is to decommission of
the dam, and this shouldn't be ruled out altogether. The dam and
reservoir have a finite lifespan due to sediment deposition, so
decommission will need to take place sometime in the future anyway, and
in a new management policy this should be considered. Short of dam
removal, other strategies can be taken to help restore the riparian
ecosystem to a more natural state. Many studies have been done and
potential solutions suggested. | believe some of these should be
implemented in the new Long Term Experimental Plan.

| ask you to please seriously consider:

1) Allowing warmer water from closer to the surface to go through the
turbines should provide a better habitat for various native fish

species and curtail the predatory trout that are common below the dam.
2) Timing of high water releases with flash floods down the Paria River
and Little Colorado Rivers that would deposit more sand and sediment to
the higher beaches of Marble Canyon and those in Grand Canyon proper.
3) A release schedule that more approximates the natural flow cycles,
with steady and consistent high water flushes in the springtime.

In addition, as someone who rafts through the Grand Canyon during
the "non-motorized” season from October-March, | would greatly
appreciate it if any trips contemplated by the Bureau be non-motorized
as well.

Regards,

James Contos, Ph.D.

Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center
1100 Fairview Ave. N., A3-020

P.O. Box 19024

Seattle, WA 98109-1024

(206)667-6566 lab

(206)667-1031 fax

jcontos@fhcrec.org
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CC: Contos James <jcontos@fhcrc.org>
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Regional Director

Bureau of Reclamation

Upper Colorado Region
Attention: UC-402

125 South State Street

Salt Lake City, UT 84318-1147

Re:  The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to develop a Long-Term Experimental Plan
(LTEP) for Glen Canyon Dam

Dear Sirs:

I am very concerned about the total failure to properly manage and protect Glen
Canyon and Grand Canyon. | want to point out some issues that you should include in
review and development of the plant.

e Focus this EIS on developing afternatives that meet the intent of the Grand Canyon
Protection Act to preserve and improve park values downstream of the dam. Park
values include native species and ecosystems, sediment, cultural resources and visitor
use -values that mean so much to all of us and to future generations.

e The National Park Service (NPS) should serve as a joint lead agency for this EIS process.
National Park values and resources downstream of Glen Canyon Dam are strongly
influenced by dam operations.

e [TEP alternatives must be scientifically credible with well-defined scientific hypotheses -
don’t just develop a plan and then try to fit the science to it.

e The LTEP should be based on an ecosystem approach that builds on what we already
know.

e | TEP options should be in compliance with legal responsibilities for protection of
endangered species, as well as those for the preservation of cultural resources in
Grand Canyon.

Jhmoss@gmail.com
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e The LTEP options should incorporate broader socio-economic analyses. In other
words, the economic analyses should not be restricted to the impacts to hydropower,
but should also include the impacts to other resources including recreation, local
economies, and non-market values. Give the citizens the whole picture, not just a small
part of it.

e Conduct a Beach Habitat Building Flow in early 2007 in order to provide urgently
needed data to inform this Long Term Experimental Plan.

Include BHBF's as a common element to all LTEP alternatives, utilizing sediment triggers
with specified frequency based on best scientific data.

Support the development of a Selective Withdrawal Device for temperature control
and improved water quality as a common element to all alternatives.

It is conceivable on a logical level, but | am sure you have no issues with pushing recreation
at a national level as the next area the Bureau of Reclamation will thrive with for the citizens
and visitors of the US and to operate a dam in the Southwest in a way that destroys the
environment and the recreation opportunities. The current operation promotes global
warming and continuing pollution, not environmental responsible recreation.

The operation of Glen Canyon Damn has been the most environmental destructive force in
the Southwest for the past forty years. At some point in time this must change. Take the
opportunity to be a voice of reason and responsible change in the Southwest.

Sincerely,

7 p
) Sy
f'/ = /}//f/-:’ : =

- James H. Moss
Attorney at Law

Lifetime Member Grand Canyon River Guides Association
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From: "James Vaaler" <jimvaaler@msn.com>
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Sun, Feb 25, 2007 3:25 PM

Subject: protecting Grand Canyon National Park

February 25th, 2007
Mr. Rick Gold, Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation:

Ever since Glen Canyon Dam has been built, it has had a negative impact on Grand Canyon National
Park. This effect has been cumulative in nature. It has now reached the point, were if nothing is done,
there will be certain irretrievable losses to the Park. Loss of beach sand, caused by fluctuating power
demand, is inexorably reducing the size of river beaches. This has both a recreational and ecological
component. As a long time river runner since 1969, | have personally withessed the slow disappearance
of these beaches.

As a first step to restoring a pre-dam native fish population, it will be necessary to restore the pre-dam
seasonal temperature curve to the Colorado River. The Humpback Chub is in danger of becoming
extinct if no action is taken to save this species. Eliminating non-native species that have an adverse
impact on native species, is a step that must go hand in hand with correcting the unnaturally low water
temperatures.

With the construction of Glen Canyon Dam, the recreational use of the river has increased dramatically.
Glen Canyon Dam has made the river runable on a very predictable year round, and year to year, basis.
The pre-dam seasonal cfs curve has been rendered into something more closely resembling a flat line.
This has led to social and environmental changes within Grand Canyon National Park that can be easily
documented by means of a "limits of acceptable change" database.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Jim Vaaler

CC: "Don steuter" <dsteuter@hotmail.com>, "Sandy Bahr" <sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org>,
"Stacey Hamburg" <stacey.hamburg@sierraclub.org>
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From: Jan Taylor <jhntaylor@altrionet.com>

To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Feb 12, 2007 4:54 PM

Subject: Comments on the EIS (Upper Colorado River/Glen Canyon Dam)

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,

Piease accept these comments during the public comment period. | have a
strong connection to the Grand Canyon and its habitat, and want it to remain
as a pristine environment for all to enjoy, now and in the future.

My primary recommendation is to decommission the dam in order to start
reversing all of the damage upstream and downstream that has occurred since
1963. However, given the reality that this will probably not happen, |

offer the following recommendations.

1. Maintain park values downstream of the dam that serve to protect all
native species (both flora and fauna), the ecosystems, sediment, cultural
resources, and visitor use - for us and all future generations.

2. The National Park Service should serve as the joint lead agency for this
EIS process.

3. The Long-Term Experimental Plan (LTEP) for Glen Canyon Dam must be
scientifically credible with well-defined (and tested, when possible)

scientific hypotheses. The scientific hypotheses need to be developed prior
to any plan. The science should not be manipulated to fit the plan.

4. The LTEP should be based on ecosystem, native species, and cultural
protection. The preservation of these elements should drive the plan and

not be a secondary consideration.

5. The impact of financial considerations, based on the supply and demand of
hydropower, need to be secondary to the elements noted in item #4.

6. Conduct Beach Habitat Building Flows (BHBF) when the Paria and LCR are
flowing high, and in the early winter months. This could have happened in
October 2006, and could possibly have built up the beaches further
downstream than what occurred at that time. These sediment triggers should
be built into the LTEP.

7. Consider gradually lowering the flow after a BHBF in order to aliow the
built-up beaches to remain and consolidate longer.

8. Develop alternative plans for increasing the temperature of the water

being released by the dam.

Thank you very much for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Jan Taylor
Arcadia, California
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From: <jandj@mtnhome.com>

To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Sat, Feb 24, 2007 10:39 AM
Subject: Grand Canyon restoration

The great problem in considering current action to reclaim and restore the Colorado River, its
tributaries and the Grand Canyon is the fact that the real damage has existed for over five decades.
Unfortunately, the construction of Glen Canyon Dam was a disaster from the inception and we
continue to suffer the consequences. Obviously, those serious problems that have developed
over the years, and which continue at present, are all related to those decisions made by civil
servants who have since passed from the scene.
Now is the time for bold action! | would hope that continued consideration of the decommissioning
of the Dam may remain an option. | am aware that there are many issues, both economic and social,
that are challenges in this regard. However, if one looks to the benefit of a vision for the seventh
generation, this concept has viability.
In the meantime, please use the best advice and wisest spirits available to take necessary steps
to meet current needs.

Cordially, Jay Byerley
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From: "Jay and Linda Moyer" <stanlee2@cox.net>

To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Feb 23, 2007 6:47 PM

Subject: COMMENTS FOR THE EIS FOR AN LTEP FOR GLEN CANYON DAM

| setin on the Tempe AMWG meeting December 5th, 2007. As an avid fan
of the Colorado River, especially from Lake Powell to Lake Mead | was
disturbed by yet another EIS planned and continuing into the far future.
Especially the controlled floods and flows from Glen Canyon dam. | do not
think this EIS will accomplish much if the past EIS's are any indication.
It appears to be a lot of "make work"..."do little" and "affect less" in the
whole process.

To be honest it appears the BOR (in part) is being played by a group
who's sole intent is to prove Glen Canyon Dam should be removed. And the
only way they can possibly keep their hand in the game is another EIS...one

You may be familiar with Mark Steffen of the Federation of Flyfishers,
who is a member of the AMWG. | agree 100% with everything he has said and
is saying on this subject and EIS.

Dump this EIS as it is currently outlined. You are wasting a lot of tax
payers money, and | believe are being duped by a group of conservationists
and preservationists living in a pre-Lake Powell era. It's clear, they
want the Colorado River as it was...at all cost...and if it takes a 500 year
EIS to change back, they'll get you and the taxpayers to do it for them. The
dam has been there nearly 50 years...check it again in the year 2200.

A concerned tax payer and lake lover.
Jay Moyer

PO box 18688

Fountain Hills, Arizona, 85269
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From: Jean <jbennett@ridgenet.net>

To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Wed, Feb 21, 2007 8:54 PM

Subject: My comments on the Glen Canyon Dam EIS

Mr. Rick Gold, Regional Director Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado
Region
Attn: UC-402
125 South State Street
Salt Lake City, UT 84138-1147

Subject: Comments on Glen Canyon Dam EIS
Dear Mr. Gold:

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to submit comments for the
Environmental Impact Statement on the Long-term Operations for the
Future Operation's of Glen Canyon Dam. Studies completed in 1996 by the
Bureau of Reclamation and other Federal, State, Tribal and academic
entities documented that the river ecosystem has been significantly
impacted since 1956 because of the operations of Glen Canyon Dam. The
1996 Record of Decision and the Grand Canyon Protection Act promised
that the river environment of the Grand Canyon would improve.
Unfortunately we continue to see a decline in the ecological integrity

of the river system.

It is unclear from the information presented in the scoping meetings
how the implementation of the Long-term operations plan will remedy or
rectify the situation that exists today. The new plans for ongoing
investigation and experimentation may be beneficial for gathering new
data. However it is unclear how this information will be integrated and
implemented into changes in the Glen Canyon Dam operations that will
allow for listed fish species to recover.

The following comments should be implemented in order to allow for a
future in the Grand Canyon that meets the requirements of the Grand
Canyon Protection Act.

1. Restructure the Focus of the EIS on Native Fish Recovery.

Of the four endangered fish species that historically existed in the

Grand Canyon, only the humpback chub remains and population numbers have
dropped to perilously low levels. Three other native fish species have
been eliminated from the Grand Canyon. When evaluating the long-term
experimental plan for the future operations at Glen Canyon Dam, it is
important that the information learned be applied to protecting and
restoring the species and habitats in the Grand Canyon. Itis clear

from data collected by the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center
that continuing operation as business as usual will continue to lead to
negative impacts in the Grand Canyon. Therefore it is recommended that
a new suite of operation options be included in the review in the EIS:

* An evaluation of a natural flow regime operation scenario.

* The implementation and re-establishment of a water temperature
regime consistent with seasonal temperature variations for the
Colorado River in Grand Canyon.
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* The implementation and re-establishment of seasonal sediment
inputs into Grand Canyon at a level that would provide cover for
native fish and provide for the build up of sands and silts
necessary for building beaches and backwater habitats.

* Aggressive non-native species control including plants, birds, and
fish.

2. Impacts on Lake Powell and Glen Canyon

The anticipated management of the Colorado River includes a large
probability that flow regimes will be reduced because of reduced
snowpack and lowered runoff volume. This probability should be
acknowledged in the EIS and addressed through alternative scenarios for
evaluation of the impacts to the Grand Canyon environment. Changes in
the operations of Glen Canyon Dam will have a direct and immediate
impact on flow patterns. The long-term monitoring plan should address
how this potential will be addressed. Specific recommendations include:

* |dentify potential flow regimes that may occur as a result of
changing drought operation patterns at Glen Canyon Dam.

* |dentify potential changes in the elevation levels of Lake Powell
and how this will potentially impact the limnological conditions
in the reservoir and the resulting quantity and quality of
releases to the Grand Canyon.

3. Long-Term Experimental Plan

The long term should provide the basis for each scientific study that is
to be conducted in the Grand Canyon and in Lake Powell. Special
interest science can be as bad as special interest decisions in that
critical research is not performed and relevant data are not collected,
often at the loss of more important information. Specific actions that
should be included in the EIS include:

* |s the USGS the appropriate entity to run the science program in
the Grand Canyon?

* |dentification and priority of research. It should be inherently
clear as to how specific science programs are agreed to and the
process to get timely data to decision-makers.

* Adequacy of support to Native American tribes in protecting their
resources in the Grand Canyon.

4. Adaptive Management Program

The Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program was administratively
initiated when the Record of Decision was signed by Secretary of

Interior Babbitt in the fall of 1996. The intent of the program was to

build on the success of the Glen Canyon Environmental Studies and to

more fully integrate operational decisions at the dam with the

increasing scientific information. In October 2005 the U.S. Geological
Survey's SCORE report on the success of the Adaptive Management Program
was reviewed. The SCORE review did not reflect favorably on the

Adaptive Management Program IF the intent was to meet the requirements

of the Grand Canyon Protection Act and the intent of the EIS.

Of concern with the Adoption of a Long-Term Experimental Plan for the
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Future Operations of Glen Canyon Dam is that it appears that the SCORE
report has not been taken into consideration or actions to resolve some

of the primary scientific issues identified. The current set up of the
Science Program and identified review process do not take into
consideration that we cannot continue business as usual if we are to
meet the requirements of the Grand Canyon Protection Act and the
recovery of species and their habitats in the Grand Canyon.

The EIS scope should include the following:

* An independent review of the existing Adaptive Management Program
with recommendations of actions necessary to make it more effective.
* A review of the current peer-review process and Scientific
Advisory Program. The concept of "conflict of interest" should
be addressed to the program head and the group involved in the review.
* A revision of the membership organization for the Adaptive
Management Program to provide balance between development and
management interests and conservation interests. The current
organization is unfairly tipped in the favor of water and power
special interest groups.

The Grand Canyon Protection Act (1992) and the initial EIS on Glen
Canyon Dam in 1996 provided a great opportunity for Reclamation to step
forward and be a leader in the management of the Colorado River. The
past ten years have not provided the information or the process that was
envisioned in 1996 and needs to be reviewed and revised in the current
EIS process.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Jean M. Bennett, PhD
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From: "canyon-ingram-matters” <canyon-stuff@cox.net>
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Feb 12, 2007 12:30 PM

Subject: comment on proposed EIS

Jeffrey Ingram 3956 E. Camino de la Colina Tucson AZ

February 12, 2007

Comment on Proposed EIS on Operation of Glen Canyon Dam,

With reference to "Long-Term Experimental Plan”

To Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation

GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov

For the first 20 years of its operation, Glen Canyon Dam was treated as king
of the Colorado, its limited priorities of power generation & required water
release determining for its operators a destructive regime of seasonal and
daily flood & drop. Starting in the 1980's, the new larger-scale
environmental views were introduced as necessary re-orientation for the
Bureau of Reclamation.

Unfortunately, as practiced, operations have failed to live up to a wider,
downstream-friendly view of water releases. There has been an enormous
amount of research, but by and large, the research has acted as a screen for
a business-as-usual regime that continues to degrade the Grand Canyon.

The unfortunate lowering of water temperature is one impact | can personally
testify to, having traveled through Grand Canyon in 1966, when it was still
near the historic natural level. While the chill is a great curb on

recreational activity, research has documented its far more destructive

effect on the Canyon's natural fish populations.

The removal of silt is perhaps the most evident of deleterious results of

the dam's existence. The conditions of no silt, depleted nutrient load, and

clear fast-moving water erode and re-shape the rivershore, fatally changing
the living conditions for the Canyon's biota, and as well the recreational’
experience, favoring huge, fast, motor-driven trips that can use the

relatively untouched large beaches even as the many smaller beaches suitable
for Canyon-friendly trips are disadvantaged. Yet this immediate human loss

is as nothing compared to the actual extinction of Canyon fish species and
continued impoverishment of other fauna.
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To use a phrase, the results of Glen's operations regime have been
researched to death. It is now time for the Bureau of Reclamation to
implement findings and recommendations of the research. The Adaptive
Management Workgroup has failed to do so; indeed, it has failed in its
mission almaost entirely and should be dishanded and replaced by a group more
open in its proceedings and diverse and independent in its membership so as
to be able to vigorously implement research findings that will begin that

long task of Grand Canyon riparian restoration. While research will need to
continue, the imperative need for the immediate and long-term future is
action that will bring about the recovery and population health of species

that are endangered, as well as those threatened by dam operations.

Specifically, the EIS should dwell on how to have the Colorado flow as
consistently as possible with its pre-dam profile. This should include
re-establishing a natural seasonal fluctuation in temperature and silt load.
Additionally, alternatives for removal of non-native biota should be spelied

out. Furthermore, the pro-motorboat uses in the Grand Canyon by researchers
and others connected with Glen research & operations should be curtailed,

not violating the letter or spirit of river management in the National Park.

The EIS should speli out operational alternatives that have the natural
condition of the Grand Canyon as their primary goal. One of these
alternatives should be continued lowering of the level of Glen Canyon dam's
reservoir. Another should have the goal of moving the silt load down into
the Grand Canyon. Still another should contemplate the impacts of dam
non-operation/removal.

Glen Canyon dam was conceived and built in an era of now-out-moded
assumptions about the hydrology, environment, and economy of the Colorado
River Basin. It is long past time for the dam's operators to move out of

that unrecoverable past and into a regime that recognizes natural

conditions, particularly those in the Grand Canyon, as primary and

controlling.
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RIVER RUNNERS FOR WILDERNESS

A PROJECT OF LIVING RIVERS

February 27, 2007

Mr. Rick Gold

Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation
Upper Colorado Region

Attn: UC-402

125 South State Street

Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1147

Via email: GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov

Dear Mr. Gold,
We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the future of Glen Canyon Dam Operations.

River Runners for Wilderness is a national grassroots activist group representing citizens’ interest
in protecting the Colorado River corridor through Grand Canyon National Park and other areas.
Our constituents are passionate about the river and are dismayed at the many threats facing the
river environment in Grand Canyon. These threats are primarily a result of the plugging of the free
flowing river by Glen Canyon Dam and the failure of the Department of the Interior’s recovery
efforts for the natural environment over the past 40 years hence.

This Environmental Impact Statement should set forth a clear purpose and commitment to the
recovery of native species, and the implementation of sediment augmentation, temperature
modification and restoration of the natural hydrograph. Otherwise, the taxpayer’s money is wasted
and our precious Grand Canyon ecosystem will disappear forever.

The critical elements of this restoration must include:

e The returning of “run-of-the-river” flows consistent with the Colorado River’s natural
historical discharge into Grand Canyon.

e The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with seasonal temperature
variations of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon.

e The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with the amount
that would be received in a dam-free environment.

e The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the artificial riverine
environment created by Glen Canyon Dam operations.

Because Grand Canyon National Park is a proposed wilderness, all agencies including the USGS
Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center, and research personnel should refrain from using
motorized watercraft for the gathering of field data during Grand Canyon National Park’s newly
implemented annual Colorado River motor-free period October through March.

PO BOX 17301, BOULDER, €O 80308-0301
303.443.1806 FAX:303.443.1129 WWW.RRFW.ORG
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RIVER RUNNERS FOR WILDERNESS

A PROJECT OF LIVING RIVERS

While the Department’s long term objective has always principally been the long-term operation of
Glen Canyon Dam, it must now turn toward an earnest effort to implement the ingredients
necessary to bring about the recovery and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado
River corridor of Grand Canyon National Park.

Finally, a full EIS is not complete unless a no-dam alternative is evaluated as one means of
achieving the restoration of the natural processes required for the ecosystem’s recovery. On behalf
of our members, we insist that this alternative be included and explored.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,

’fi{/;;f\'f-“ A _\_\\f\‘
Tom Martin

Co-director
tommartin@rrfw.org

PO BOX 17301, BOULDER, €O 80308-0301
303.443.1806 FAX:303.443.1129 WWW.RRFW.ORG
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From: "Jo Ooley" <lodgemaker@willowwisp.net>
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Jan 22, 2007 7:15 AM

Subject: Environmental Impact Study

Dear Mr. Rick Gold

In an attempt to comply with a settlement agreement reached last September between environmental
groups and the Department of Interior, the Bureau of Reclamation has begun the scoping process for an
Environmental Impact Statement on the operations of Glen Canyon Dam called the Long-Term
Experimental Plan.

As presently conceived, this EIS will deliver nothing more than a continuation of studying Grand Canyon to
death.

Your voice is needed to expose this fallacy and redirect the EIS away from experimentation aimed at
preserving endangered species in the Grand Canyon, which are present elsewhere in the Colorado River,
and toward action in containing and for study the eradication of Quagga Mussels recently detected in Lake
Mead and Havasau-and protect the Colorado River's ecosystem.

Sincerely,
Jo Ooley
Submit Comments to:

Mr. Rick Gold

Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation
Upper Colorado Region

Attn: UC-402

125 South State Street

Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1147
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From: "Jo Ooley” <lodgemaker@willowwisp.net>
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Jan 29, 2007 11:54 PM

Subject: Comment on the EIS for Glen Canyon Dam
Mr. Rick Gold

?Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation ?
Upper Colorado Region ?

Attn: UC-402 ?

125 South State Street ?

Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1147

Dear Mr. Gold,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the current EIS for Glen Canyon Dam. | have been enjoying
Lake Powell since 1985, and I'd like to see it preserved and protected for the future generations.

The fact that the five independent groups won their lawsuit demanding this EIS is disturbing, and | believe

they should be financially accountable for said EIS, and aiso for any future tests, studies, or changes that
they demand.

As far as my recommendations go for operations of Glen Canyon Dam, let the experts continue with the
daily fluctuating flows with just enough water to meet downstream needs. Environmental groups should
have no say on how to operate the dam. Arizona Game & Fish and the Adaptive Management Work
Group, along with the Bureau of Reclamation, should make all recommendations.

| don't think the dam should be modified at the cost of millions to spill warmer water through the Grand
Canyon. The environmentalists claim this is the only solution to save the small Chub population. However,
they have blinders on when it comes to the repercussions. With the current threat of the Quagga Mussel
invasion of Lakes Mead, Mohave, and Havasu, the mussels are sure to range throughout the entire
Colorado River watershed very soon. Should the mussels get into the Grand Canyon, they would have a
difficult time reproducing, as they need a temperature of at least 50 degrees Fahrenheit. Add to that the
velocity of the water, and they have difficulty attaching to solid underwater strata. But if warmer water--
spilled through the Canyon, it would likely welcome the mussels. In fact, all kinds of changes would occur
with warmer water-so many that the scientists would have a hard time keeping up with them all.

Let's just take a quick look at what would happen, if the Grand Canyon were to receive warmer water from
Glen Canyon Dam: The Lees Ferry trophy trout fishery would be in jeopardy, as would all trout in the river,
the Asian Tapeworm which is living in the Little Colorado River could get into the mainstem Colorado River
to infect other fish species, channel catfish and carp (both warm water species) would work their way
upstream from Lake Mead, and further prey on endangered fish in the Canyon. Prior to the dam, the
catfish were the dominant fish in the river. Although the catfish seem docile, they are more predacious
than trout. If the bonytail chub, a native fish, were to be re-introduced into the Grand Canyon, it would
likely hybridize with the humpback chub. Likewise, the razorback sucker would hybridize with the

flannelmouth sucker. So the dam has helped the native fish by keeping them from inter-breeding. The
species' integrity remains intact.

The environmentalists have been calling for the removal of Glen Canyon Dam for years now. Why do we
never hear them calling for the removal of other dams on the Colorado River system? Their claims and
“facts" just don't hold water. Good thing Glen Canyon Dam does! Keep the dam functioning just as it is.
These groups have no business messing with the water supply for the southwestern United States.

| think the priority right now is to deal with the new Quagga Mussel invasion. | think the resources need to
be spent now to prevent them from becoming established in Lake Powell. When or if the mussels get into
Lake Powell, much more will be spent to control or remove them in the future, so the dam can operate
properly.
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Thank you for your time,

Jo Ooley
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From: <joelbarnes@cableone.net>
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Sun, Jan 28, 2007 10:11 AM
Subject: LTEP EIS Scoping Comments
Dear Mr. Goid,

As a college professor with a expertise in resource conservation of aridland river systems and watersheds
of the American Southwest, | have had a vested interest in the effects of Glen Canyon Dam operations on
the downstream environment.

First, 1 would like to express my dissatisfaction with the Department of Interior's mishandling of the
recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park over the past 40 years, and that the information presented
so far by the Bureau of Reclamation indicates that this EIS promises more of the same.

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be beneficial, they are useless amidst
a backdrop where the commitment to implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already
experienced this with the completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's nothing outlined in the
purpose and need for this EIS process to indicate things will be any different once this process concludes.
For this exercise to yield any meaningful outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the
following:

1. Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery.

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon Dam, but the ingredients
necessary to bring about the recovery and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River
corridor of Grand Canyon National Park. While such objectives may not be mutually exclusive, this has yet
to be proven, and as such, one should precede the other. The focus must first address the ingredients
necessary to restore the.natural process to Grand Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and at
what costs, can the Glen Canyon Dam/Lake Powell reservoir system be operated in order to achieve this.
The restoration ingredients must include:

The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's natural discharge into Grand Canyon.

The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with seasonal temperature variations of
the Colorado River in Grand Canyon.

The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with the amount that would be
received in a dam-free environment.

The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the artificial riverine environment created
by Glen Canyon Dam operations.

2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam.

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the restoration of the natural
process necessary for the recovery and preservation of endangered species in Grand Canyon's river
corridor. The no-dam alternative provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate other operational
alternatives. Additionally, in light of the climate and human induced changes affecting flows into Lake
Powell, and thus the viability of the dam to meet perceived water supply and hydroelectric benefits, Bureau
of Reclamation has additional incentive to examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent
with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines.

3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program.
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Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon
Dam operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in
almost every aspect, causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of AMP's
failings were spelled out in the United State's Geological Survey's SCORE Report of October 2005. It was
precisely these failings that have compelled Bureau of Reclamation to undertake this new EIS process as
part of its settlement agreement with environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the
AMP, any recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of little value, as there are no
mechanisms to ensure they won't be ignored as were those from the EIS twelve years ago.

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not surprising that the AMP has been
intransigent toward addressing the true needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon.
Scientific, not political and commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the Secretary ofinterior on
how Grand Canyon's river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed consistent with the
recovery objectives.

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and independent body of research and
advisory scientists, where the monitoring and research data are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed
prior to formulating any recommendations to the Secretary of Interior.

[ want to thank you for the opportunity to submit these scoping comments for the Environmental Impact
Statement on the Long-term Operations for the future operations of Glen Canyon Dam. The river
ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the
operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and it's vital that a fresh look at the problem be undertaken. It is my
expert opinion that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail in this regard unless the afrementioned critical
issues are addressed.

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon National Park due to the
operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this time the public has been asking that this be remedied.
We continue to lose valuable time and species as the Bureau of Reclamation procrastinates and resists
the public's mandate to put the resource first. While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the benefits
Glen Canyon Dam may provide, there will never be another Grand Canyon. It's time for the Bureau of
Reclamation to stop thwarting the public's interest to protect it.

Sincerely,
Joel C. Barnes, Ph.D.

634 Maricopa Drive
Prescott, AZ 86303

<joelbarnes@cableone.net>, <ltepcomments@livingrivers.org>
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From: <johnbbliss@yahoo.com>

To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Sat, Jan 27, 2007 2:27 PM
Subject: LTEP EIS Scoping Comments
Dear Mr. Gold,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following scoping comments for the Environmental Impact
Statement on the Long-term Operations for the future operations of Glen Canyon Dam. The river
ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the
operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and it's vital that a fresh look at the problem be undertaken. | have
concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail in this regard unless a number of critical
issues are addressed.

First, | would like to express my tremendous dismay with the Department of Interior's mishandling of the
recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park over the past 40 years, and that the information presented
so far by the Bureau of Reclamation indicates that this EIS promises more of the same.

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be beneficial, they are useless amidst
a backdrop where the commitment to implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've aiready
experienced this with the completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's nothing outlined in the
purpose and need for this EIS process to indicate things will be any different once this process concludes.

For this exercise to yield any meaningful outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the
following:

1. Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery.

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon Dam, but the ingredients
necessary to bring about the recovery and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River
corridor of Grand Canyon National Park. While such objectives may not be mutually exclusive, this has yet
to be proven, and as such, one should precede the other. The focus must first address the ingredients
necessary to restore the natural process to Grand Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and at
what costs, can the Glen Canyon Dam/Lake Powell reservoir system be operated in order to achieve this.
The restoration ingredients must include:

The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's natural discharge into Grand Canyon.

The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with seasonal temperature variations of
the Colorado River in Grand Canyon.

The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with the amount that would be
received in a dam-free environment.

The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the artificial riverine environment created
by Glen Canyon Dam operations.

2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam.

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the restoration of the natural
process necessary for the recovery and preservation of endangered species in Grand Canyon's river
corridor. The no-dam alternative provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate other operational
alternatives. Additionally, in light of the climate and human induced changes affecting flows into Lake
Powell, and thus the viability of the dam to meet perceived water supply and hydroelectric benefits, BoR
has additional incentive to examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent with the Council
on Environmental Quality guidelines.
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3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program.

Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon
Dam operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in
almost every aspect, causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of AMP's
failings were spelled out in the United State's Geological Survey's SCORE Report of October 2005. 1t was
precisely these failings that have compelled BoR to undertake this new EIS process as part of its
settlement agreement with environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the AMP, any
recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of little value, as there are no mechanisms to
ensure they won't be ignored as were those from the EIS twelve years ago.

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not surprising that the AMP has been
intransigent toward addressing the true needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon.
Scientific, not political and commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the Secretary ofinterior on
how Grand Canyon's river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed consistent with the
recovery objectives.

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and independent body of research and
advisory scientists, where the monitoring and research data are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed
prior to formulating any recommendations to the Secretary of Interior.

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon National Park due to the
operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this time the public has been asking that this be remedied.
We continue to lose valuable time and species as the BoR procrastinates and resists the public's mandate
to put the resource first. While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the benefits Glen Canyon Dam
may provide, there will never be another Grand Canyon. It's time for the BoR to stop thwarting the public's
interest to protect it.

Sincerely,
JB Bliss

1203 Talkington
Flagstaff, AZ 86002

CC: <johnbbliss@yahoo.com>, <ltepcomments@livingrivers.org>
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February 28, 2007

Honorable Dirk Kempthorne
Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington DC 20240

Sent Via Fax: 202-208-6950

Re: Environmental Impact Statement for the Long-Term Experiment Plan for the future
operations of Glen Canyon Dam

Dear Secretary Kempthorne,

Living Rivers & Colorado Riverkeeper, and the Center for Biological Diversity request
your immediate intervention into the Bureau of Reclamation’s (Reclamation)
Environmental Impact Statement for the Long-Term Experiment Plan for the future
operations of Glen Canyon Dam (LTEP EIS).

While this National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process on Glen Canyon Dam’s
operations is long overdue, we fear that absent some significant retooling, Interior’s
approach to this EIS will only bring further damage to critical habitat and archeological
sites within the Colorado River corridor of Grand Canyon National Park and Glen
Canyon National Recreation Area.



As presently conceived this EIS does not sufficiently focus on the fundamental objective
of recovering downstream resources. Nor does it appear this EIS will address the
longstanding stumbling blocks to the successful implementation of any preferred
recovery alternative, which to this day continue to thwart valuable recommendations
made in the past.

For more than three decades the public has been demanding that Reclamation
aggressively respond to the devastating impacts Glen Canyon Dam’s operations have
brought to Glen, Marble and Grand canyons. This EIS itself is the result of the
continuation of these efforts: part of the settlement agreement between the Center for
Biological Diversity, et al., and yourself, is to address Reclamation’s demonstrated lack
of progress in achieving compliance with numerous federal environmental and resource
management laws and statutes associated with Glen Canyon Dam’s operations.

Our organizations had hoped that this agreement would have compelled Reclamation to
finally address these matters through a comprehensive EIS process committed to
recovery. However, it is clear from the scoping process underway to date, that
Reclamation’s interests lie more with going through the motions of compliance with the
settlement agreement, and not resolving the issues underlying it.

With the exception of accumulating additional evidence to substantiate further litigation,

as it now stands, this EIS will be yet another waste of the public’s resources in support of
Reclamation’s ongoing failure to implement an actual recovery plan for this critical piece
of the world’s natural heritage being destroyed by the operations of Glen Canyon Dam.

We therefore request that you instruct Reclamation to restructure this EIS process in
accordance with the recommendations below. This EIS process should then be re-
launched to allow the public to be properly informed of the issues being addressed, and
inviting them to contribute to something truly meaningful.

1. Accurately Represent the Baseline Issues

Reclamation must accurately articulate the severity of the issues at stake with this EIS to
enable the public to adequately respond. This must include describing the nearly
complete loss of the natural and cultural resources in Grand Canyon’s Colorado River
corridor as a result of the operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and Reclamation’s failed
efforts to comply with federal mandates to rectify them. This is the background and
baseline situation that forced the initiation of a new EIS process, thus must be presented
to the public for the NEPA process to be credible. Reclamation’s omissions not only
mislead the public about the issues in which they are being asked to comment, but help to
reinforce a proposed action which only appears rational when viewed through such
tainted lenses.

Although the impacts on Grand Canyon National Park are the sole impetus, and thus
intent for this EIS, one is hard pressed to develop any grasp of these issues through



Reclamation’s materials. Reclamation also appears to actively avoid mentioning Grand
Canyon whenever possible, preferring instead the term—*“downstream resources.”

This is far from a trivial matter. At best, it illustrates an ongoing pattern by Reclamation
to shield the public from knowing the true impacts of Glen Canyon Dam, and at worst,
reveals a fundamental disconnect within Reclamation and Interior as a whole—as to what
the real issues are, and how they should be addressed.

The superlatives associated with Grand Canyon are extensive. As such, Grand Canyon is
one of Interior’s most featured national parks. The ecology of its river corridor, too, was
once unparalleled, as was acknowledged by your predecessor, Secretary Norton:

“The native fish community in the Colorado River in Grand Canyon was once one of the
most unique in the world, supporting eight species that occurred nowhere else. Of the
eight native fish species, three (Colorado pikeminnow, roundtail chub, and bonytail chub)
have been extirpated from Glen and Grand Canyons; one — listed as endangered
(razorback sucker) — has not been observed in the system since 1991; one (humpback
chub) is listed as endangered; one (flannelmouth sucker) is a candidate for listing; and the
remaining two (bluehead sucker and speckled dace) appear to be doing reasonably well in
the Grand Canyon although much remains to be learned about their ecology and
population dynamics.” (2002 Report to Congress, page 23.)

Glen Canyon Dam’s role in this demise of the Canyon’s native fish is unquestioned. Be it
the release of water of unnatural temperature, quantity, quality, and frequency; depriving
Grand Canyon of sediment and nutrients needed for natural beaches and wildlife habitat;
or so severely altering the aquatic ecology of the Colorado River allowing nonnative
species to displace native species. Glen Canyon Dam has become a death sentence for the
main artery that nourishes Grand Canyon National Park.

Such impacts clearly run contrary to the National Park Service Organic Act which
compels Interior “to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the
wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same by such means as will leave
them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” The dam’s operations also run
afoul of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. This is precisely why, in 1992, Congress
passed the Grand Canyon Protection Act (GCPA) and forced Reclamation to complete its
first EIS on Glen Canyon Dam’s operations (1995), and established a monitoring and
research program with a specific mandate that Reclamation alter dam operations to
reverse this decline and work to recover all native fish species in Grand Canyon National
Park.

But ten years after the GCPA was passed, Secretary Norton reported to Congress that
Reclamation’s efforts have failed to stem the population decline of the principle species it
was mandated to protect:

“The first population estimate of humpback chub in the Grand Canyon suggests that in
1982 there were 7,000 to 8,000 humpback chub larger than 200 millimeters.



Approximately ten years later, in 1992, it was estimated that there were approximately
4,000 to 5,000 humpback chub larger than 150 millimeters. In 2001, there were
approximately 2,000 to 3,000 humpback chub larger than 150 millimeters. While there is
some question over the accuracy of the absolute numbers, there is little question that the
population of humpback chub in the Grand Canyon has declined over time. The decline
in the abundance of fish larger than 150 millimeters appears to be the result of a sustained
decline in recruitment beginning in 1992.” (2002 Report to Congress, page 25.)

The failure of Reclamation’s recovery efforts were further documented three years later
by the United States Geological Survey’s “State of the Colorado River Ecosystem in
Grand Canyon” (SCORE Report) of October 2005.

“Overall, about 15%-20% of the adult humpback chub are dying each year. If this
mortality rate and the dramatically reduced recruitment rate of young chub experienced
since the early 1990s remain unchanged, there will be a decline in the adult population of
humpback chub from the present 3,000-5,000 fish to a level of 1,500-2,000 adult fish
over the next 10-15 years.” (Page 45.)

“ID]am operations during the last 10 years under the preferred alternative of the MLFF
have not restored fine-sediment resources or native fish populations in Grand Canyon,
both of which are resources of significant importance to the program.” (Page 208.)

“At the same time, nonnative fish have increased in both diversity and abundance. The
reasons for the decline of native fish are commonly cited to include dramatic changes in
the thermal, sediment, and hydrologic regimes of the river because of the construction
and operation of numerous dams in the basin, the introduction of nonnative predatory and
competitive fishes, and the introduction of diseases and parasites.” (Page 208.)

“[1]t is clear that the restrictions on dam operations since 1991 have not produced the
hoped-for restoration and maintenance of this endangered species. During the MLFF,
basin hydrology has varied from drought to wet conditions and then back to drought
conditions. Through these conditions, the decline of the humpback chub has continued.
This trend leads to questions about whether daily, monthly, or even annual patterns of
dam operation alone are relevant to native fish recruitment or whether changes in the
sediment and thermal regimes of the river imposed by regulation have had the greatest
influence on native fishes. Further, the issue of nonnative fishes and their potential to
limit recruitment of native fish through predation and competition (although highly
suspected by scientists as a significant factor) remains unresolved in Grand Canyon.” (P.
208.)

“[T]he relatively stable habitat conditions created under the MLFF during protracted
drought conditions, coupled with a coarsening of substrate in the river channel, appear to
have greatly favored rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), particularly in the Lee’s
Ferry reach, as reflected in their increasing numbers during the last decade.” (Page 214.)



“Research and monitoring have conclusively demonstrated a net loss of fine sediment
from the Colorado River ecosystem under the MLFF. Closure of Glen Canyon Dam
eliminated about 84% of the sand that historically entered Grand Canyon.” (Page 214.)

It’s now been 15 years since the GCPA was passed, and Reclamation’s dam operations
have made no gains in recovering a single fish species in Grand Canyon. They have only
reinforced what federal scientists already had told them: that without efforts to restore
natural flows, water temperature gradients and sediment transport through Grand Canyon,
there is no reason to believe that recovery can occur.

Despite the compelling evidence of poor performance, you yourself stated in December
2006, that the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (AMP) "is a cutting
edge solution that provides an effective framework and process for integrating dam
operations, downstream resource protection and management, and monitoring and
research. We also are able to better safeguard natural resources and improve recreational
opportunities at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and Grand Canyon National
Park."

The outreach materials also use the phrase “significant progress” when describing the
AMP. However, when it comes to actually achieving what the principle objective of
recovering endangered species, none of this is true. The public needs to know what the
true state of play is in Grand Canyon, what cultural and ecological resources that have
been lost due to the operations of Glen Canyon Dam and asked if they want to see it
completely destroyed through continued implementation of activities such as those
contemplated by the Long-Term Experimental Plan. If the public feels such losses are
acceptable then end this fabled recovery exercise altogether. If not, then Interior must
become serious about implementing an EIS that will achieve that result.

2. Accurately Assess the Failed History
A. Faulty Flows

Your positive spin on the AMP notwithstanding, the fact that this EIS process is
underway at all is indicative that there must be problems with the program. As such, the
EIS process must first conduct an independent audit to analyze how the performance of
the AMP measures with the expectations of the GCPA and the AMP’s charter and
strategic plan.

One of the most critical aspects of the Grand Canyon Protection Act was to modify flows
from Glen Canyon Dam to improve habitat conditions for native fish. Since the Act was
passed, however, both Reclamation and the AMP have demonstrated resistance to
implementing the flows and other recommendations from the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) to achieve this objective. Even with a demonstrated reduction in native
fish populations, Reclamation and AMP have been unwilling to implement a flow regime
reflecting the river’s natural hydrology, known as Seasonally Adjusted Steady Flows
(SASF).



“It is my biological opinion that the proposed operation of Glen Canyon Dam according
to operating and other criteria of the MLFF, as described in the Draft EIS and further
modified by Reclamation's June 17, 1994, memorandum, is likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of the humpback chub and razorback sucker and is likely to destroy
or adversely modify designated critical habitat.” (Biological Opinion, page 3.)

“Operate Glen Canyon Dam according to operating and other criteria of the SASF
alternative. Draft EIS Elements common to all alternatives, habitat and maintenance
flows, and elements two through seven of the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative would
be part of this recommendation. The SASF has been analyzed as completely as any other
alternative in the Draft EIS and would not require any additional analysis.” (Biological
Opinion, page 42.)

Reclamation defended its position to ignore this recommendation in its 1996 Record of
Decision on the Final Glen Canyon Dam EIS stating:

“...the benefits from the Seasonally Adjusted Steady Flow Alternative were uncertain
given the improvement in habitat conditions for nonnative fish this alternative would
provide. Seasonally adjusted steady flows also would create conditions significantly
different from those under which the current aquatic ecosystem has developed in the last
30 years and would adversely affect hydropower to a greater extent than the other two
alternatives. The Modified Low Fluctuating Flow (MLFF) could substantially improve
the aquatic food base and benefit native and nonnative fish. The potential exists for a
minor increase in the native fish population.” (1996 Record of Decision, Appendix G-
12.)

The principle objective of most recovery strategies is to attempt to restore native habitat
conditions, in this case stream flow, for the affected species. It was precisely the
conditions of the previous three decades that had brought about this decline, yet
Reclamation felt compelled to preserve as many of the unnatural conditions it created
during this blip in history, as opposed to initiate flows more consistent with those of the
previous three million years during which these species evolved.

While Reclamation argued that it wished to be cautious and not aggressively stress the
system, they had already taken a significant step in altering Glen Canyon Dam’s
operating regime with the MLFF preferred alternative. The modifications to the hourly up
and down ramping of river flows into Grand Canyon to meet the demands of the Western
Area Power Administration (WAPA) had already somewhat altered the unnatural
conditions of the past 30 years. What Reclamation and WAPA were not willing to do was
support further flow restriction that would compromise hydroelectric revenue streams by
an estimated 25 percent should the SASF be implemented as the preferred alternative.

While the Biological Opinion noted that during periods of high water, elements of MLFF
may be appropriate to the extent they were consistent with the natural hydrograph, it was



unambiguous regarding what to do during low water years, as has been experienced in
the Colorado River for the past seven years.

“A program of experimental flows will be carried out to include high steady flows in the
spring and low steady flows in summer and fall during low water years (releases of
approximately 8.23 maf) to verify an effective flow regime and to quantify, to the extent
possible, effects on endangered and native fish. Studies of high steady flows in the spring
may include studies of habitat building and habitat maintenance flows. Research design
and hypotheses to be tested will be based on a flow pattern that resembles the natural
hydrograph, as described for those seasons in the SASF.” (Biological Opinion, page 35.)

“If sufficient progress and good faith effort is occurring towards initiating experimental
flows, implementation of experimental flows may occur later in 1997. If the Service
believes there is not sufficient progress, Glen Canyon Dam would be operated as SASF
flows during spring through fall (April to October) beginning in 1998.” (Biological
Opinion, page 32.)

In the last two FWS responses to Reclamation regarding sufficient progress on achieving
this specific element of the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) contained within
the Biological Opinion, FWS clearly stated that progress was not being achieved.

“This element has not seen sufficient progress. Other than the controlled BHBF in 1996,
there have been minimum efforts to develop experimental flows for native fishes.
(Review of Sufficient Progress, May 27, 1999, page 3.)

“This element has not seen sufficient progress. We agree with your assessment that the
delay in developing this element is largely attributable to the to the program being part of
the adaptive management process, where multiple objectives, research and work
assignments compete for time and attention of AMWG members. However, given the
documented decline of humpback chub in Grand Canyon, additional delays in developing
a program of experimental flows for native fish should not occur. (Review of Sufficient
Progress, June 13, 2002, page 3.)

In light of this lack of sufficient progress, and the fact that flows have not exceeded 8.23
MAF since 2000, the RPA further states that “...Glen Canyon Dam would be operated as
SASF flows during spring through fall (April to October) beginning in 1998.” (Biological
Opinion, page 35.)

Further support for the urgency to embark on steady flows came in 2002 from Grand
Canyon Monitoring and Research Center’s (GCMRC) principle aquatic ecology partners:

“Descending hydrographs of spring and fall are the best periods for the growth of the
aquatic food base. We recommend a decade of the SASF alternative, with spring beach
building flows as the climate permits and unlimited hydropower ramping within 10% of
the predicted seasonal mean. We feel these flows in combination with alien fish



suppression and thermal modification of GCD could make Grand Canyon a sanctuary for
native fishes of the Colorado River basin.” (Benenati, et al., 2002, page 10.)

The frustration of FWS and others is far from surprising since there has been only one
low and steady flow test carried out, that in the summer of 2000. Worse still, now seven
years later, the analysis of this test has yet to be completed. This is very discouraging, as
it has been 11 years since the first experimental test flow took place, and it was the 2000
experiment that demonstrated that humpback chub populations “may have benefited from
substantial in-stream warming.” (USGS Press Release, August 3, 2006.)

The 1996 test of a Beach/Habitat Building Flow (BHBF) at 45,000 cubic feet per second
(cfs) was conducted with much fanfare, and is still highly promoted by Reclamation as a
major accomplishment. However, as was reported five years ago by the American
Geophysical Union concerning the experimental releases from Glen Canyon Dam to
conserve sediment, "Work conducted since the 1996 controlled flood has shown that the
multi-year accumulation hypothesis on which the EIS was based is false..." (Eos,
American Geophysical Union, v. 83, no. 25, page 237.)

The winter fluctuating trout suppression flows of 2004 and 2005 were a hastily conceived
action in response to new information about declining humpback chub estimates. As
pointed out by Korman et al., June 2005, these experimental flows were proven to be
ineffective and have been discontinued. Surprisingly, these flows have now been
included as one of the four alternatives for the LTEP EIS submitted by AMP in
December 2006. Constrained releases in the fall of 2004 and 2005 were used to test the
conservation of sediment (6,500 to 9,000 cfs). This has proved useful to understand that
sediment can be retained during low flows, but the experiment has not provided any
direct evidence of habitat benefits to endangered fish.

In November 2004 a BHBF similar to what was undertaken in 1996 was carried out at
42,000 cfs to coincide with sediment inputs from the Paria River. This experiment was
considered more successful than the 1996 BHBF experiment in distributing marginal
amounts of sand, but still in insufficient quantities to have any lasting effect on critical
habitat conditions. Moreover, the subsequent trout suppression flows removed any
sediment gains that may have occurred.

Overall, AMP’s flow experimentations have been ineffective and imbalanced, with most

of the focus on failed efforts to conserve sediment. With the exception of a few months in
the summer of 2000, Reclamation and AMP have ignored the principle directive by FWS
to carry out steady flow experiments at various times throughout the year

To this day, when it is clear that some significant alteration of this failed flow regime
must be implemented, there remains virtually no support from Reclamation or AMP to
embrace establishing a flow regime consistent with the river’s natural hydrology as was
called for by the FWS 12 years ago.



In the AMP’s “Assessment of the Estimated Effects of Four Experimental Options on
Resources Below Glen Canyon Dam” (the alternatives submitted as scoping comments
for this EIS on the Long-Term Experimental Plan), two of the four options would allow
even less restrictions on dam operations than the current MLFF baseline. The other two
would make only modest changes to the current practice, with just Option B mentioning
the SASF alternative, and to be implemented for just one two-year period, and not
beginning until August 2011.

B. Failure to Implement Selective Withdrawal

The 1994 Biological Opinion and the 1996 Record of Decision both stressed the need to
implement a mechanism to warm the water released from Glen Canyon Dam (selective
withdrawal or temperature control device). The water’s constant 46 degrees (F)
temperature is too cold for native fish, which evolved with an annual temperature
gradient from near freezing in winter months to up to 80 degrees (F) in the summer.

In 1998 the AMP initiated environmental review for proposed modifications to Glen
Canyon Dam’s intake towers that would allow for selective withdrawal, but this was
suspended without sufficient explanation. Parties concerned with the impacts warmer
water may have on the nonnative trout fishery, as well as the project’s overall costs, were
seen as impeding the process. Public pressure and the continued decline of humpback
chub numbers forced the NEPA process to be started anew in 2003. But here, too, the
process became bogged down as cost concerns were again raised.

The situation which compelled selective withdrawal to be a core component of the
AMP’s strategic plan is only more serious now, but Reclamation and AMP have refused
to complete the evaluation, much less get a temperature control device installed. The
likelihood that such a capital investment would be required, and that warmer water may
impact the trout population was known to both Reclamation and FWS when they
included this common element in the ROD and RPA respectively, thus such concerns
should not have impeded the implementation.

“Temperature modification has been identified as central issue to be resolved in order to
develop a mainstem spawning population of HBC. ... Reclamation has been working
diligently to accelerate the technical and administrative process necessary for
construction of the selective withdrawal structure. ... Funding will be requested as a
separate appropriation through the Federal budget process under Section 8 of the
Colorado River Storage Project Act.” (Reclamation Response to FWS Biological
Opinion, April, 6, 1995, page 4.)

Only as a result of the recent settlement agreement is the temperature control device now
slated to have its environmental review completed as part of the LTEP EIS.

C. Failure to Establish a Second Population of Humpback Chub



The RPA instructs Reclamation to establish a second population of humpback chub in the
main stem Colorado River below Glen Canyon Dam, or in one of Grand Canyon’s
tributaries. Obviously the habitat of the main stem provides the most diversity and is the
logical choice. This habitat is wide and abundant throughout Marble and Grand Canyon,
and much preferable to a small and isolated tributary stream.

No protocols have been fully developed for locating an appropriate site on the tributary
streams for a second population. For example, the habitat conditions required, water
quality, consultation with the Havasupai Nation (Havasu Creek), and/or how
modifications to the habitat will be implemented to achieve suitable habitat conditions.
Nor have any studies been fully completed, or are past due, on the genetic differences
between those near the Little Colorado River and other aggregations, as specifically
requested by FWS.

D. Lack of Little Colorado River Management Plan

As the AMP has yet to recover habitat conditions in the main stem Colorado to allow for
humpback chub to spawn, the Little Colorado River (LCR) remains their sole spawning
habitat. As such, the RPA instructed Reclamation to develop a management plan for the
Little Colorado River. While Reclamation claims the LCR lies outside its jurisdiction,
this does not mean, as FWS has explained, that Reclamation could not have been
instrumental within a 12-year period to ensure a plan is put in place.

E. Lack of Progress on a Management Plan for the Razorback Sucker

The Grand Canyon reach of the Colorado River was designated as critical habitat for the
razorback sucker before 1995. FWS instructed Reclamation in the RPA to assist in
developing a management plan to re-establish habitat to support viable populations in
Grand Canyon National Park. While a workshop has been conducted, it did not, as FWS
stated, provide sufficient information to aid in the development of a plan and
Reclamation has not been responsive to helping to identify recovery sites that provide
spawning, nursery areas, floodplain, temperature and other aspects for restoration
potential.

The directives set forth by the Grand Canyon Protection Act, the ROD and the RPA were
clear, as were those set out in the AMP’s charter and strategic plan, but Reclamation and
the AMP refuses to work to meet even these basic benchmarks, much less exhibit the
forward thinking and pro-active leadership to bring about resource recovery in Grand
Canyon. How can the public expect that such resistance will be any less apparent in
future management plans for operations at Glen Canyon Dam?

3. Failure of the AMP Administration and Science

A. Address the Lack of Appropriate Leadership



The ROD called for the establishment of the AMP as a stakeholder group to advise the
Secretary of the Interior on implementation of Grand Canyon programs. Known as the
Adaptive Management Working Group (AMWG), this group is dominated by
representatives of the seven basin states, hydropower marketers and consumers, along
with environmental and recreation interests. These representatives have no legal
responsibility, but have been given de-facto decision-making authority for determining
the fate of Grand Canyon’s River ecosystem. While promoted as an all-inclusive
mechanism to ensure everyone interested in Grand Canyon’s recovery have their say, this
big tent strategy has proven to be nothing more than a convenient buffer to defend
Interior against critics who challenge the lack of progress on mitigating the impacts of
Glen Canyon Dam.

As exemplified by AMWG’s unwillingness to comply with RPA programs, the decline in
humpback chub, the extirpation of the razorback sucker, continued loss of essential
sediment, and accelerated degradation of archeological sites, the AMWG has clearly
failed. After 12 years of squandering public funds at the expense of Grand Canyon’s river
ecosystem, AMWG’s proposed action for the LTEP only further illustrates that the group
is more focused on self-preservation than in the resource it is supposed to protect.

This EIS is the result of interventions by parties outside AMP, due to the AMP’s lack of
commitment to undertake their responsibilities as defined by their strategic plan, charter
or the Grand Canyon Protection Act. There is no need for most of these “stakeholders” to
have a seat at the decision-making table. The management process for the river corridor
in Grand Canyon is guided by federal laws that are not in need of a stakeholder group’s
interpretation or obfuscation.

The primary interest in the preservation of cultural and natural resources downstream of
Glen Canyon Dam resides with the National Park Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service,
and the Tribes. Reclamation should have no role in the decision- making as it relates to
GCPA compliance. This should have been quite evident as early as 1995 when
Reclamation clearly stated it was not interested in recovery of endangered species, only
removal from jeopardy.

“By definition, the elements of an RPA describe an alternative action, which will avoid
the likelihood of jeopardy, as opposed to actions to achieve recovery. The elements of the
RPA seem to be focused on recovery. ... Recovery actions should be included in the
Opinion only as a conservation recommendation.” (Reclamation Response to FWS
Biological Opinion, April, 6, 1995, pages 2-3.)

“We fully recognize our responsibility under Section 7 of the ESA to not only avoid
action which will result in jeopardy to listed species, but a Federal agency we are also
directed to utilize resources in furtherance of the ESA through carrying out programs for
conservation of endangered species.” (Reclamation Response to FWS Biological
Opinion, April, 6, 1995, page 3.)

This statement is farcical. Were it true:



* The Biological Opinion it refers to would have been completed several years earlier, as
Reclamation would not have dragged its feet on completing the original EIS, which
commenced in 1989. No, only as a result to an act of Congress, the GCPA itself
mandating completion of the EIS, did Reclamation finally, “recognize its responsibility
under Section 7 of the ESA.”

 Reclamation would not have been quibbling with FWS over if and where such recovery
objectives should be contained in an FWS Biological Opinion, or later arguing about
subsequent recommendations in FWS’s response to Reclamation’s insufficient progress
to the RPA. No, Reclamation would be embracing FWS advice on how recovery can best
be achieved.

* No settlement agreement mandating yet another EIS would have been required to
resolve Reclamation’s continued failure to comply with Section 7 of the ESA, and no
letter such as this would have had to be written outlining the obvious deficiencies with
Reclamation’s recognition of its responsibilities under the ESA and GCPA.

It is long past due for Interior to remove Reclamation of any role relating to how Glen
Canyon Dam will be operated to ensure compliance with the GCPA. You must
immediately direct NPS and FWS to be Interior’s primary voices cooperating with
scientists in advising you as to how Reclamation must operate Glen Canyon Dam, as the
GCPA states, “[T]o protect, mitigate adverse impacts to, and improve the values for
which Grand Canyon National Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area were
established, including, but not limited to natural and cultural resources and visitor use.”

Reclamation and all as other parties are free to intervene as allowable by law, but they
should no longer be utilized to create an unnecessary ad hoc group that has a proven track
record of ineffectiveness and obstructionism.

B. Cease to Support the Competing Objectives

Since the time of drafting the first EIS for Glen Canyon Dam, completed in 1996, there
have been two distinct forces working against recovery of native fish in Grand Canyon:
hydropower generation and nonnative fish protection. Nowhere in the Grand Canyon
Protection Act is there any direct or indirect reference to these interests, yet they have
becoming a major force nonetheless. Both have representatives in the AMWG, and of the
12 goals in the AMP Strategic Plan, two accommodate these interests directly:

» Maintain power production capacity and energy generation, and increase where feasible
and advisable, within the framework of the Adaptive Management ecosystem goals.

 Maintain a naturally reproducing population of rainbow trout above the Paria River, to
the extent practicable and consistent with the maintenance of viable populations of native
fish.



As noted above, one of Reclamation’s primary rationales for adopting the MLFF was to
preserve hydropower benefits that would have been lost had Reclamation followed the
SASF recommendations of FWS. Nearly every issue affecting dam operations within the
AMP program is heavily debated and influenced by hydropower interests. Whether it be a
Beach/Habitat Building Flow (BHBF), that causes more water to pass through the dam in
excess of what the generators can accommodate, or running low flows in the summer
months far below what hydropower interests would prefer, hydropower interest represent
a major stumbling block to independent scientific experimentation necessary to allow for
species recovery in Grand Canyon National Park.

Efforts to find balanced flow regimes that benefits both endangered fish species and
hydropower are irrational as the science shows clearly that steady-state water flows are
more beneficial to native fish, whereas they compromise hydropower revenues.
Additionally, as the primary source for AMP funding is to come from hydropower
revenues, having these interests in the decision-making process regarding recovery
management choices, adds further to this conflict of interest.

The Grand Canyon Protection Act clearly recognized that to achieve its objective of
mitigating Glen Canyon Dam’s impacts to achieve habitat restoration for endangered
species, hydropower production and revenue losses would likely be incurred. Section
1809 of the Act, “Replacement Power,” deals solely with this issue.

“...shall identify economically and technically feasible methods of replacing any power
generation that is lost through adoption of long-term operational criteria for Glen Canyon
Dam as required by Section 1804 of this title. The Secretary shall present a report of the
findings, and implementing draft legislation, if necessary, not later than two years after
adoption of long-term operating criteria. The Secretary shall include an investigation of
the feasibility of adjusting operations at Hoover Dam to replace all or part of such lost
generation. The Secretary shall include an investigation of the modifications or additions
to the transmission system that may be required to acquire and deliver replacement
power.” (Grand Canyon Protection Act, page 5.)

Furthermore, while the GCPA makes specific references to preserving flows to meet
water delivery allocations, it makes no such reference as regards to power generation.
Therefore, the only responsibility power interests should have is to undertake their own
necessary planning for power sales and distribution, based on mitigation strategies
necessary to achieve compliance with the Act. They should have no role in determining
how, when or if any such strategies are implemented.

The same holds true for the protection of nonnative fish. The AMP wants to protect
rainbow trout populations in one section of the river, while it is has spent upwards of
$800,000 annually to remove them downstream.

It is known that cold-water and warm-water nonnative fish, such as rainbow trout and
catfish, predate on juvenile humpback chub. (Marsh and Douglas, 1997; Gorman, et al.
2005.) Other studies have documented trout predation on threatened native fish, such as



speckled dace and bluehead sucker. In January 2003, GCMRC’s mechanical trout
removal crew caught a rainbow trout with a flannelmouth sucker in its mouth (USGS
press release of 3/4/2003).

While some assert that the real problem is brown trout predation on humpback chub,
since an individual brown trout is more likely to include fish in its diet than an individual
rainbow trout, the higher concentration of rainbows over brown trout causes rainbow
trout to exert a higher overall impact on humpback chub. Estimates suggest that prior to
recent trout removal near the Little Colorado River confluence, there were about 39 times
more rainbow trout than brown trout. (SCORE Report, page 48.)

The National Park Service, which itself once stocked trout in Grand Canyon tributary
streams, has abandon this practice altogether, and has even erected weirs in an attempt to
impede trout populations from spawning in these tributary streams.

As has been demonstrated during the recent drought, the warmer water, combined with
low levels of dissolved oxygen, from Glen Canyon Dam releases have contributed
significantly to reducing rainbow trout populations above the Paria River, so much so that
Arizona Game and Fish had contemplated a restocking program prior to threatened
litigation. Putting in more fish when there's no food will merely force them to migrate
downstream to survive, potentially exacerbating the problems for the humpback chub.

Attempting to preserve this nonnative trout fishery stands in direct conflict with a
principle requirement of the AMP: to implement the selective withdrawal program to
increase the water temperature being discharged from the dam. Nonnatives have thrived
in the cooler waters, while the natives continue to decline.

Such counterproductive objectives and stakeholders must be removed from the AMP
process.

C. Address the Lack of Scientific Rigor A central component of the original AMP design
was the development and administration of an independent, peer-reviewed science
program. This program would carry out unbiased scientifically credible studies to inform
the AMP’s decision-making process. A small science staff (less than 12) was to
administer the program through the competitive bidding process and to award research
contracts to the most competent bidder. Both the bidding process and final reports were
to be peer-reviewed to assure quality and non-biased reporting.

The GCMRC, the science management component of the AMP, is now operating much
differently than established in the original guidelines set for this administrative
component of the USGS. The science staff is very large and most programs are being
done in-house with no independent peer-review.

Prior to the EIS the Glen Canyon Dam Environmental Studies program was seriously
criticized by the National Research Council (NRC) for this same failure to meet accepted
methods to assure scientific credibility. An independent review of the current AMP



science program would reveal a loss of integrity and standing when the original model
was abandoned in favor of what currently exists today in the GCMRC.,

At a time when the Grand Canyon is about to lose another native fish species, the AMP
has cut back on scientific work, seemingly at the request of the Western Area Power
Administration, whose hydropower revenues are used to fund the science. The research
for the 2000 Low, Summer Steady Flow (LSSF) represents one of the most blatant
examples of how the AMP science program has been affected. First, the experiment was
fast tracked, with limited opportunity for outside input or competitive bidding for the
monitoring. Pre-experiment flow data was not compiled and therefore the design of the
experiment may not have been properly formulated. Scientists did not start collecting
data on the river until after the first spike flow occurred. Although the design of the
experiment was released for the competition, the one proposed by the contractor was not
accepted. Also, this experimental flow was originally proposed to benefit native fish with
relatively low, steady flows in accordance with the Biological Opinion, but the final
experiment allowed for less than the recommended time.

The 1995 EIS assumed that experimentation and recovery efforts would be achieved with
firm attention paid to proper scientific protocol and management of public funds toward
endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon National Park. This is not occurring. In
fact the opposite is true. The AMP has enacted budget reductions and caps without
supplemental funds to adequately maintain and preferably improve monitoring and
research in Grand Canyon National Park. Finally, AMP is not providing adequate
management leadership while the USGS/GCMRC is not contributing credible
independent data required by the mandates prescribed by the ROD, RPA and subsequent
charters and guidelines.

It’s unfortunate that the same weakness observed by the National Research Council in
1999, are still as relevant today: “The adaptive management chapters of the strategic
plans suffer from the following weaknesses: (1) lack of clarity of the Center's roles within
the Adaptive Management Program; (2) inadequate discussion of competing goals and
"visions;" (3) lack of clearly-defined linkages between adaptive management, ecosystem
management, and social learning; (4) disparate management objectives and information
needs; (5) inadequate definition of the core adaptive management experiment; (6)
insufficient contingency planning; (7) insufficient decision analysis; and (8) uneven
progress toward independent program review.” (Downstream: Adaptive Management of
Glen Canyon Dam and the Colorado River Ecosystem, National Science Council, page
59.)

The AMP has run amuck with no clear leadership or direction. It’s not that its mission
has been unclear, but its structure is functionally incapable of achieving it.

Unless these shortcomings are addressed, revising its work plan through a new EIS will
only exacerbate, not resolve, these problems. To that end, the AMP must discard AMWG
and put in place an advice and decision-making apparatus based primarily on scientific
principles. A wholly independent scientific body should be commissioned, that works



with the Park Service, FWS and Tribes to achieve the goals of the Grand Canyon
Protection Act. Reclamation must no longer play any leadership or advisory role, in the
AMP process, merely furnish any necessary information, and follow through on
implementing operational changes at Glen Canyon Dam.

4. Must Revise the Proposed Action

Reclamation states that the, “Adoption of a Long-Term Experimental Plan is needed to
ensure a continued, structured application of adaptive management in such a manner as to
protect, mitigate adverse impacts to, and improve the values for which Grand Canyon
National Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation were established.” (Federal Register
Notice of 12/12/2006.)

Given that no significant progress has been made, and neither Reclamation nor the AMP
has demonstrated the willingness to carry out the structured application of adaptive
management that has already been put before them, along with known contradictions and
decision-making impediments, why would such a process be continued?

It should be noted that the LTEP being conceived through this EIS process itself is the
result of the failure of the AMP to complete its assigned tasks. This plan was launched in
2004, with the goal of finalizing the plan in 2005. It was not to be taken on by
Reclamation as a convenient mechanism under which to attempt to comply with the
conditions of the 2006 settlement agreement.

Reclamation’s proposal to undertake the LTEP only further illustrates its inability to
address the totality of issues that Reclamation’s policies are having on Grand Canyon
National Park. While some experimentation may indeed need to continue,
experimentation is merely a tool, and should not be an objective in and of itself. It is
precisely such reasoning that has lead to the downward spiral of resources in Grand
Canyon. So long as experimentation continues, Reclamation has felt that it has been
fulfilling its duty to the public, although throughout this time the natural and cultural
integrity of Grand Canyon’s river corridor has only worsened.

The EIS’s stated objective must be to develop alternatives that will bring about the
preservation and recovery of the natural and cultural resources of the Colorado River
corridor through Grand Canyon National Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation
Area. To what extent Glen Canyon Dam’s continued operations impedes or compliments
this objective can then be evaluated through the standard practice of identifying the
alternatives.

Further experimentation may or may not be warranted, but if so they should represent
components of alternatives to achieve specific resource recovery and preservation
objectives, not the objective of the EIS itself. Moreover, how and if the current elements
and structure of the AMP are to be “continued” must be subject to the same principle:
they must demonstrate how their continuation will help realize the successful
implementation of the alternative, when history has proven otherwise.



5. Issues to be Addressed in the EIS
A. Reformulate the AMP’s decision-making structure

To avoid repeating the past failings of the AMP, the EIS must contain an independent
review of the AMP’s progress to date in fulfilling its charter, strategic plan, the elements
of the ROD and the RPA. This should include evaluating all experimentation to
determine what baseline knowledge currently exists, and gaps if any need to be filled. All
current and former GCMRC employees and consultants should be surveyed to determine
their views on the efficiency and rigor of the experimentation to date and the leadership
and follow through by GCMRC and the AMWG with regard to scientific findings. The
review must address the issue of competing objectives, such as hydropower generation
and exotic trout preservation, which have influenced management actions. How well the
current AMP has addressed the 1999 National Research Council findings in Downstream:
Adaptive Management of Glen Canyon Dam and the Colorado River Ecosystem should
also be addressed.

These findings should be used in developing the framework for a new AMP decision-
making structure to replace the AMWG comprised solely on those agencies with primary
jurisdiction over the management of those downstream cultural and natural resources in
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and Grand Canyon National Park. The findings
should also be used to establish a wholly independent GCMRC outside of the DOI to
militate against agency bias in the quest for the best science to guide resource protection.

B. Consider climate variability and change

At an increasing rate, federal scientists are warning that DOI should prepare for flow
reductions on the Colorado River in upwards of 10 to 40 percent as we continue through
this century. The DOI must partner with National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration to ensure the most up-to-date climate modeling is applied in evaluating
each alternative’s flexibility to climate variability. Particular attention must be given to
evaluating alternatives against scenarios where Lake Powell reservoir has not only
reached dead pool, but remains at dead pool over multiple years.

C. Identify appropriate timeframe

Based on the findings of the independent review, the EIS team should determine over
what time frame, if any, the alternatives contained within this EIS should be
implemented. Some proposals offered already for a ten-year timeframe are arbitrary, and
are based on no scientific rational as to whether or not certain outcomes may or may not
be determined within such a period. The development of alternatives should focus first on
determining what are the inputs necessary to achieve restoration and recovery, and then
determine the appropriate timeline for delivery and evaluation.

D. Focus on native fish recovery



The EIS must identify specific baseline objectives for nonnative fish suppression,
sediment and nutrient concentration, temperature gradients and flow characteristics that
are believed to stimulate recovery of critical habitat for Grand Canyon native fish. It must
then evaluate how each alternative will achieve these objectives for the humpback chub
population in the Little Colorado River, the establishment of a second humpback chub
population downstream of Glen Canyon Dam, the establishment of razorback sucker
habitat, and lastly, habitat for reintroduced bonytail chub, roundtail chub and Colorado
pikeminnow.

E. Provide for flows that mimic the natural hydrograph

Flow decisions should be evaluated in accordance with how well they mimic the natural
hydrograph. This is the principle behind the recommendations from FWS in their 1994
Biological Opinion, but has yet to be embraced by the AMP. As a result, all of AMP’s
flow recommendations should be rejected as none ensure that seasonally adjusted steady
flows will be initiated any time soon. Steady flows will improve the productivity of the
aquatic food base at higher trophic levels, and create the greatest opportunity for
establishing a second population for the humpback chub, and create habitat for the
razorback sucker as called for in the RPA and the Strategic Plan.

F. Address sediment augmentation

Much of AMP’s focus has been on marginal to failing efforts to push small amounts of
sediment and organic debris around Grand Canyon, while providing no demonstrated
benefits for the habitat conditions of endangered fish. There is an urgent need for
sediment and nutrients to be introduced back into the mainstem. The prospect of
mechanical sediment augmentation, which would place Lake Powell sediment, carbon
and other nutrients into the Colorado River below Glen Canyon Dam, has been discussed
by AMP, but not acted upon. Implementing an immediate plan for sediment
augmentation must be addressed by this EIS.

G. Recommend temperature control device for selective withdrawal

The EIS must recommend the installation of temperature control devices onto Glen
Canyon Dam’s intake structures. This project is already eight years behind schedule,
despite being a top priority in both the ROD and RPA. Recent discussions have suggested
that an alternative is being evaluated to construct devices on only two of the eight intakes.
This would allow for only minimal changes to the temperature of the water, and will
likely prove to have little value for experimental or habitat recovery purposes.
Reclamation modeling also shows that the increase of temperature from a two-unit TCD
is too modest, and insufficient for sustaining warm temperatures over time. The EIS must
recommend that all eight penstocks be retrofitted at one time to maximize experimental
flexibility, and thus the potential for achieving a positive result for native fish recovery.

H. Remove nonnative fish



The EIS should evaluate any and all reasonable mechanisms for nonnative fish
suppression as necessary to improve habitat conditions for native fish. The EIS should
recommend that all stocking of nonnative trout cease below Glen Canyon Dam and that
dam operations not be modified in any way to intentionally benefit nonnative fish habitat.

I. Address potential water quality impacts

With the probability of Lake Powell’s conservation pool being exhausted during the
timeframe of the proposed action, the potential for significant changes in the chemistry
and quality of water flowing into Grand Canyon cannot be ignored. Anaerobic bacteria,
hydrogen sulfide, and supersaline and metal-rich sediments are just some of the existing
substances that could find their way through the dam’s bypass tubes. The EIS must
evaluate what these impacts might be, and how they would be mitigated.

For example, Reclamation was compelled to deal with low dissolved oxygen levels from
the turbines at Glen Canyon Dam last winter. A plume of oxygen-depleted water reached
the penstocks at the dam. The oxygen was depleted by decaying organic matter, because
the Colorado and San Juan rivers are eroding into the exposed sediment deposits of Lake
Powell due to the drawdown of the reservoir. The US Supreme Court has decided (S.D.
Warren v Maine) that threats to water quality are the responsibility of the dam operators
to mitigate. The EIS should also address the operational and safety impacts of course
sediments flowing through Glen Canyon dam during low reservoir levels.

J. Establish sediment distribution to protect archeological resources

Archeological resources along the river continue to be threatened by the lack of sediment.
The terraces of sediment that host hundreds of the cultural sites continue to slough off
and move towards the river. As a result, artifacts must be removed, as opposed to being
protected in-situ as prescribed by historic preservation legislation.

The EIS should mandate that a comprehensive cultural site degradation abatement
program be established throughout the entire river corridor in accordance with NPS
standards. To the extent high flows are implemented, they should be in a range that
greatly exceeds 45,000 cfs, in order to provide the greatest opportunity for distribution of
sediment to the affected archeology sites.

Many of the sites now suffering the greatest impacts due to erosion are those above the
120,000 cfs terrace, thus flows of this magnitude must also be accommodated. Providing
infill for the arroyos in the high benches of the river would be a great asset to the
preservation of cultural sites. The benefits of sediment augmentation should also be
examined to improve archeological resource stabilization.

K. Consider dam decommissioning



The most effective way to protect and restore the culture resources in Glen Canyon
National Recreation Area and Grand Canyon National Park is to return all the natural
processes which allowed these resources to evolve. The most effective way to achieve
this is to decommission Glen Canyon Dam. As such, the decommissioning alternative
must be evaluated.

L. Identify program funding sources

At current reservoir levels, it is possible that power generation, and thus CRSP and AMP
revenue streams could be brought to a standstill by the time this EIS is completed. Two
more years of flows at 50 percent of normal would lower Lake Powell to the point where
power production is no longer possible. The potential for power revenue streams for
AMP activities and research could be affected during the timeframe for the proposed
action, thus the EIS must address how this may affect each of the alternatives. It must
also address how funding will be made available for large capital expenses, such as
selective withdrawal or sediment augmentation.

M. Establish a scientific baseline and conceptual modeling

There are currently no control sites for AMP experiments. In the book, Downstream:
Adaptive Management of Glen Canyon Dam and the Colorado River Ecosystem, the
National Research Council (National Academy of Sciences) has recommended that
Cataract Canyon above Lake Powell would serve this purpose, but there has been no
action on the part of the AMP or GCMRC to seize this opportunity. The EIS must
mandate that establishing such controls be a top priority in further experimentation.

The EIS must also mandate the completion and implement a conceptual ecosystem
modeling plan.

N. Complete a management plan for the Little Colorado River

Reclamation must ensure the development of a management plan for the Little Colorado
River. This plan specifically should address a hazardous material component to protect
humpback chub against toxic chemical spills. With the sole remaining Grand Canyon
humpback chub population concentrated at the mouth of the Little Colorado River, they
are particularly vulnerable to extinction should any water contamination accident or other
stochastic event occur in this tributary. A chemical spill occurred at Lake Havasu last
year affected the water of the reservoir.

Increasing the range of the critical habitat designation in the Little Colorado River should
also be explored to further promote translocation programs for the humpback chub up
this tributary.

CONCLUSION



The importance of an Adaptive Management Program to ensuring the future health and
vitality of the globally significant Grand Canyon ecosystem cannot be overstated.
However, growing evidence demonstrates not only an ongoing decline in many key
indicators, but an inability of Reclamation and AMP to manage the recovery tasks asked
of them. Without major changes in how this program is operated, the public should
prepare itself for the ongoing declines in the cultural and natural resource base of
Colorado River below Glen Canyon Dam.

The launching of a new EIS process on Glen Canyon Dam operations affords an excellent
opportunity to deliver to reverse this trend. Unfortunately, the Long-Term Experimental
Plan proposed action illustrates that Reclamation is not yet serious about seizing this
opportunity, but merely going through the motions in an effort to comply with the
settlement agreement.

Grand Canyon National Park, and all those who cherish it, deserve better. The future of
Grand Canyon is at a critical decision point. We hope you, as its principle steward, will
take the corrective actions outlined above so that a truly valuable EIS process can get
underway, and the Colorado River ecosystem through Grand Canyon can finally get on
the road to recovery.

Sincerely yours,

John Weisheit, Conservation Director
Living Rivers & Colorado Riverkeeper

Michelle Harrington, Rivers Program Director
Center for Biological Diversity

it
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From: John Weisheit <john@livingrivers.org>

To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Tue, Jan 16,2007 7:21 PM

Subject: Request to extend the LTEP scoping period

Dear Mr. Kubly

Re: Long-term Experimental Plan (LTEP) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

In consideration of the poor attendance at the public scoping

meetings in Phoenix and Salt Lake City on January 4 and 5, 2007,
Living Rivers requests the public scoping period be extended to March
30, 2007 to maximize public participation.

The media coverage on the LTEP EIS has been minimal and therefore the
public still remains unaware of this opportunity to provide comments
on this important EIS.

Furthermore, conducting an open meeting after an extended holiday
season is not conducive to maximizing public awareness and
participation, nor is a meeting held on a Friday evening.

This kind of scheduling sends a message to the public that
Reclamation is not sensitive about encouraging maximum public
involvement.

Thank you for your considerations.

John Weisheit
Living Rivers
Conservation Director



LIVING \RIVERS

February 28, 2007

Mr. Rick Gold

Regional Director

Bureau of Reclamation

Upper Colorado Region, Attn: UC-402
125 South State Street, Room 6107

Salt Lake City, UT 84138-1147

Sent Via Fax: 801-524-3858

Re: Scoping Comments for the Environmental Impact Statement for the Long-Term
Experiment Plan for the future operations of Glen Canyon Dam

Dear Mr. Gold,

Living Rivers & Colorado Riverkeeper, and the Center for Biological Diversity submit
the following as scoping comments for the Environmental Impact Statement for the
Long-Term Experiment Plan for the future operations of Glen Canyon Dam (LTEP EIS).

While this National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process on Glen Canyon Dam’s
operations is long overdue, we fear that absent some significant retooling,
Reclamations’s approach to this EIS will only bring further damage to critical habitat
and archeological sites within the Colorado River corridor of Grand Canyon National
Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area.

As presently conceived this EIS does not sufficiently focus on the fundamental objective
of recovering downstream resources. Nor does it appear this EIS will address the
longstanding stumbling blocks to the successful implementation of any preferred
recovery alternative, which to this day continue to thwart valuable recommendations
made in the past.

For more than three decades the public has been demanding that Reclamation
aggressively respond to the devastating impacts Glen Canyon Dam’s operations have
brought to Glen, Marble and Grand canyons. This EIS itself is the result of the
continuation of these efforts: part of the settlement agreement between the Center for
Biological Diversity, et al., and Interior, is to address Reclamation’s demonstrated lack
of progress in achieving compliance with numerous federal environmental and
resource management laws and statutes associated with Glen Canyon Dam’s
operations.
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Our organizations had hoped that this agreement would have compelled Reclamation
to finally address these matters through a comprehensive EIS process committed to
recovery. However, it is clear from the scoping process underway to date, that
Reclamation’s interests lie more with going through the motions of compliance with the
settlement agreement, and not resolving the issues underlying it.

With the exception of accumulating additional evidence to substantiate further
litigation, as it now stands, this EIS will be yet another waste of the public’s resources in
support of Reclamation’s ongoing failure to implement an actual recovery plan for this
critical piece of the world’s natural heritage being destroyed by the operations of Glen
Canyon Dam.

We therefore request that Reclamation restructure this EIS process in accordance with
the recommendations below. This EIS process should then be re-launched to allow the
public to be properly informed of the issues being addressed, and inviting them to
contribute to something truly meaningful.

1. Accurately Represent the Baseline Issues

Reclamation must accurately articulate the severity of the issues at stake with this EIS to
enable the public to adequately respond. This must include describing the nearly
complete loss of the natural and cultural resources in Grand Canyon’s Colorado River
corridor as a result of the operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and Reclamation’s failed
efforts to comply with federal mandates to rectify them. This is the background and
baseline situation that forced the initiation of a new EIS process, thus must be presented
to the public for the NEPA process to be credible. Reclamation’s omissions not only
mislead the public about the issues in which they are being asked to comment, but help
to reinforce a proposed action which only appears rational when viewed through such
tainted lenses.

Although the impacts on Grand Canyon National Park are the sole impetus, and thus
intent for this EIS, one is hard pressed to develop any grasp of these issues through
Reclamation’s materials. Reclamation also appears to actively avoid mentioning Grand
Canyon whenever possible, preferring instead the term—"“downstream resources.”

This is far from a trivial matter. At best, it illustrates an ongoing pattern by Reclamation
to shield the public from knowing the true impacts of Glen Canyon Dam, and at worst,
reveals a fundamental disconnect within Reclamation and Interior as a whole—as to
what the real issues are, and how they should be addressed.

The superlatives associated with Grand Canyon are extensive. As such, Grand Canyon
is one of Interior’s most featured national parks. The ecology of its river corridor, too,
was once unparalleled, as was acknowledged by former Interior Secretary Norton:

“The native fish community in the Colorado River in Grand Canyon was once
one of the most unique in the world, supporting eight species that occurred
nowhere else. Of the eight native fish species, three (Colorado pikeminnow,
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roundtail chub, and bonytail chub) have been extirpated from Glen and Grand
Canyons; one - listed as endangered (razorback sucker) — has not been
observed in the system since 1991; one (humpback chub) is listed as
endangered; one (flannelmouth sucker) is a candidate for listing; and the
remaining two (bluehead sucker and speckled dace) appear to be doing
reasonably well in the Grand Canyon although much remains to be learned
about their ecology and population dynamics.” (2002 Report to Congress, page
23.)

Glen Canyon Dam’s role in this demise of the Canyon’s native fish is unquestioned. Be
it the release of water of unnatural temperature, quantity, quality, and frequency;
depriving Grand Canyon of sediment and nutrients needed for natural beaches and
wildlife habitat; or so severely altering the aquatic ecology of the Colorado River
allowing nonnative species to displace native species. Glen Canyon Dam has become a
death sentence for the main artery that nourishes Grand Canyon National Park.

Such impacts clearly run contrary to the National Park Service Organic Act which
compels Interior “to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the
wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same by such means as will
leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” The dam’s operations
also run afoul of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. This is precisely why, in 1992,
Congress passed the Grand Canyon Protection Act (GCPA) and forced Reclamation to
complete its first EIS on Glen Canyon Dam’s operations (1995), and established a
monitoring and research program with a specific mandate that Reclamation alter dam
operations to reverse this decline and work to recover all native fish species in Grand
Canyon National Park.

But ten years after the GCPA was passed, Secretary Norton reported to Congress that
Reclamation’s efforts have failed to stem the population decline of the principle species
it was mandated to protect:

“The first population estimate of humpback chub in the Grand Canyon
suggests that in 1982 there were 7,000 to 8,000 humpback chub larger than 200
millimeters. Approximately ten years later, in 1992, it was estimated that there
were approximately 4,000 to 5,000 humpback chub larger than 150 millimeters.
In 2001, there were approximately 2,000 to 3,000 humpback chub larger than
150 millimeters. While there is some question over the accuracy of the absolute
numbers, there is little question that the population of humpback chub in the
Grand Canyon has declined over time. The decline in the abundance of fish
larger than 150 millimeters appears to be the result of a sustained decline in
recruitment beginning in 1992.” (2002 Report to Congress, page 25.)

The failure of Reclamation’s recovery efforts were further documented three years later
by the United States Geological Survey’s “State of the Colorado River Ecosystem in
Grand Canyon” (SCORE Report) of October 2005.

“Overall, about 15%-20% of the adult humpback chub are dying each year. If
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this mortality rate and the dramatically reduced recruitment rate of young chub
experienced since the early 1990s remain unchanged, there will be a decline in
the adult population of humpback chub from the present 3,000-5,000 fish to a
level of 1,500-2,000 adult fish over the next 10-15 years.” (Page 45.)

“[D]am operations during the last 10 years under the preferred alternative of
the MLFF have not restored fine-sediment resources or native fish populations
in Grand Canyon, both of which are resources of significant importance to the
program.” (Page 208.)

“At the same time, nonnative fish have increased in both diversity and
abundance. The reasons for the decline of native fish are commonly cited to
include dramatic changes in the thermal, sediment, and hydrologic regimes of
the river because of the construction and operation of numerous dams in the
basin, the introduction of nonnative predatory and competitive fishes, and the
introduction of diseases and parasites.” (Page 208.)

“[Mtis clear that the restrictions on dam operations since 1991 have not
produced the hoped-for restoration and maintenance of this endangered
species. During the MLFF, basin hydrology has varied from drought to wet
conditions and then back to drought conditions. Through these conditions, the
decline of the humpback chub has continued. This trend leads to questions
about whether daily, monthly, or even annual patterns of dam operation alone
are relevant to native fish recruitment or whether changes in the sediment and
thermal regimes of the river imposed by regulation have had the greatest
influence on native fishes. Further, the issue of nonnative fishes and their
potential to limit recruitment of native fish through predation and competition
(although highly suspected by scientists as a significant factor) remains
unresolved in Grand Canyon.” (P. 208.)

“[T]he relatively stable habitat conditions created under the MLFF during
protracted drought conditions, coupled with a coarsening of substrate in the
river channel, appear to have greatly favored rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus
mykiss), particularly in the Lee’s Ferry reach, as reflected in their increasing
numbers during the last decade.” (Page 214.)

“Research and monitoring have conclusively demonstrated a net loss of fine
sediment from the Colorado River ecosystem under the MLFF. Closure of Glen
Canyon Dam eliminated about 84% of the sand that historically entered Grand
Canyon.” (Page 214.)

It's now been 15 years since the GCPA was passed, and Reclamation’s dam operations
have made no gains in recovering a single fish species in Grand Canyon. They have
only reinforced what federal scientists already had told them: that without efforts to
restore natural flows, water temperature gradients and sediment transport through
Grand Canyon, there is no reason to believe that recovery can occur.
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Despite the compelling evidence of poor performance, Interior Secretary Kempthorne
stated in December 2006, that the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program
(AMP) "is a cutting edge solution that provides an effective framework and process for
integrating dam operations, downstream resource protection and management, and
monitoring and research. We also are able to better safeguard natural resources and
improve recreational opportunities at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and
Grand Canyon National Park."

The scoping outreach materials also use the phrase “significant progress” when
describing the AMP. However, when it comes to actually achieving what the principle
objective of recovering endangered species, none of this is true. The public needs to
know what the true state of play is in Grand Canyon, what cultural and ecological
resources that have been lost due to the operations of Glen Canyon Dam and asked if
they want to see it completely destroyed through continued implementation of
activities such as those contemplated by the Long-Term Experimental Plan. If the public
feels such losses are acceptable then end this fabled recovery exercise altogether. If not,
then Reclamation and Interior must become serious about implementing an EIS that
will achieve that result.

2. Accurately Assess the Failed History

A. Faulty Flows

Interior’s positive spin on the AMP notwithstanding, the fact that this EIS process is
underway at all is indicative that there must be problems with the program. As such,
the EIS process must first conduct an independent audit to analyze how the
performance of the AMP measures with the expectations of the GCPA and the AMP’s
charter and strategic plan.

One of the most critical aspects of the Grand Canyon Protection Act was to modify
flows from Glen Canyon Dam to improve habitat conditions for native fish. Since the
Act was passed, however, both Reclamation and the AMP have demonstrated
resistance to implementing the flows and other recommendations from the US Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) to achieve this objective. Even with a demonstrated reduction in
native fish populations, Reclamation and AMP have been unwilling to implement a
flow regime reflecting the river’s natural hydrology, known as Seasonally Adjusted
Steady Flows (SASF).

“It is my biological opinion that the proposed operation of Glen Canyon Dam
according to operating and other criteria of the MLFF, as described in the Draft
EIS and further modified by Reclamation's June 17, 1994, memorandum, is
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the humpback chub and
razorback sucker and is likely to destroy or adversely modify designated
critical habitat.” (Biological Opinion, page 3.)

“Operate Glen Canyon Dam according to operating and other criteria of the
SASF alternative. Draft EIS Elements common to all alternatives, habitat and



Mr. Rick Gold
February 28, 2007
Page 6

maintenance flows, and elements two through seven of the Reasonable and
Prudent Alternative would be part of this recommendation. The SASF has been
analyzed as completely as any other alternative in the Draft EIS and would not
require any additional analysis.” (Biological Opinion, page 42.)

Reclamation defended its position to ignore this recommendation in its 1996 Record of
Decision on the Final Glen Canyon Dam EIS stating:

“...the benefits from the Seasonally Adjusted Steady Flow Alternative were
uncertain given the improvement in habitat conditions for nonnative fish this
alternative would provide. Seasonally adjusted steady flows also would create
conditions significantly different from those under which the current aquatic
ecosystem has developed in the last 30 years and would adversely affect
hydropower to a greater extent than the other two alternatives. The Modified
Low Fluctuating Flow (MLFF) could substantially improve the aquatic food
base and benefit native and nonnative fish. The potential exists for a minor
increase in the native fish population.” (1996 Record of Decision, Appendix G-
12.)

The principle objective of most recovery strategies is to attempt to restore native habitat
conditions, in this case stream flow, for the affected species. It was precisely the
conditions of the previous three decades that had brought about this decline, yet
Reclamation felt compelled to preserve as many of the unnatural conditions it created
during this blip in history, as opposed to initiate flows more consistent with those of the
previous three million years during which these species evolved.

While Reclamation argued that it wished to be cautious and not aggressively stress the
system, they had already taken a significant step in altering Glen Canyon Dam’s
operating regime with the MLFF preferred alternative. The modifications to the hourly
up and down ramping of river flows into Grand Canyon to meet the demands of the
Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) had already somewhat altered the
unnatural conditions of the past 30 years. What Reclamation and WAPA were not
willing to do was support further flow restriction that would compromise hydroelectric
revenue streams by an estimated 25 percent should the SASF be implemented as the
preferred alternative.

While the Biological Opinion noted that during periods of high water, elements of
MLFF may be appropriate to the extent they were consistent with the natural
hydrograph, it was unambiguous regarding what to do during low water years, as has
been experienced in the Colorado River for the past seven years.

“A program of experimental flows will be carried out to include high steady
flows in the spring and low steady flows in summer and fall during low water
years (releases of approximately 8.23 maf) to verify an effective flow regime
and to quantify, to the extent possible, effects on endangered and native fish.
Studies of high steady flows in the spring may include studies of habitat
building and habitat maintenance flows. Research design and hypotheses to be
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tested will be based on a flow pattern that resembles the natural hydrograph, as
described for those seasons in the SASE.” (Biological Opinion, page 35.)

“If sufficient progress and good faith effort is occurring towards initiating
experimental flows, implementation of experimental flows may occur later in
1997. If the Service believes there is not sufficient progress, Glen Canyon Dam
would be operated as SASF flows during spring through fall (April to October)
beginning in 1998.” (Biological Opinion, page 32.)

In the last two FWS responses to Reclamation regarding sufficient progress on
achieving this specific element of the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA)
contained within the Biological Opinion, FWS clearly stated that progress was not being
achieved.

“This element has not seen sufficient progress. Other than the controlled BHBF
in 1996, there have been minimum efforts to develop experimental flows for
native fishes. (Review of Sufficient Progress, May 27, 1999, page 3.)

“This element has not seen sufficient progress. We agree with your assessment
that the delay in developing this element is largely attributable to the to the
program being part of the adaptive management process, where multiple
objectives, research and work assignments compete for time and attention of
AMWG members. However, given the documented decline of humpback chub
in Grand Canyon, additional delays in developing a program of experimental
flows for native fish should not occur. (Review of Sufficient Progress, June 13,
2002, page 3.)

In light of this lack of sufficient progress, and the fact that flows have not exceeded 8.23
MAF since 2000, the RPA further states that “...Glen Canyon Dam would be operated
as SASF flows during spring through fall (April to October) beginning in 1998.”
(Biological Opinion, page 35.)

Further support for the urgency to embark on steady flows came in 2002 from Grand
Canyon Monitoring and Research Center’s (GCMRC) principle aquatic ecology
partners:

“Descending hydrographs of spring and fall are the best periods for the growth
of the aquatic food base. We recommend a decade of the SASF alternative, with
spring beach building flows as the climate permits and unlimited hydropower
ramping within 10% of the predicted seasonal mean. We feel these flows in
combination with alien fish suppression and thermal modification of GCD
could make Grand Canyon a sanctuary for native fishes of the Colorado River
basin.” (Benenati, et al., 2002, page 10.)

The frustration of FWS and others is far from surprising since there has been only one
low and steady flow test carried out, that in the summer of 2000. Worse still, now seven
years later, the analysis of this test has yet to be completed. This is very discouraging, as
it has been 11 years since the first experimental test flow took place, and it was the 2000
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experiment that demonstrated that humpback chub populations “may have benefited
from substantial in-stream warming.” (USGS Press Release, August 3, 2006.)

The 1996 test of a Beach /Habitat Building Flow (BHBF) at 45,000 cubic feet per second
(cfs) was conducted with much fanfare, and is still highly promoted by Reclamation as
a major accomplishment. However, as was reported five years ago by the American
Geophysical Union concerning the experimental releases from Glen Canyon Dam to
conserve sediment, "Work conducted since the 1996 controlled flood has shown that the
multi-year accumulation hypothesis on which the EIS was based is false..." (Eos,
American Geophysical Union, v. 83, no. 25, page 237.)

The winter fluctuating trout suppression flows of 2004 and 2005 were a hastily
conceived action in response to new information about declining humpback chub
estimates. As pointed out by Korman et al., June 2005, these experimental flows were
proven to be ineffective and have been discontinued. Surprisingly, these flows have
now been included as one of the four alternatives for the LTEP EIS submitted by AMP
in December 2006.

Constrained releases in the fall of 2004 and 2005 were used to test the conservation of
sediment (6,500 to 9,000 cfs). This has proved useful to understand that sediment can be
retained during low flows, but the experiment has not provided any direct evidence of
habitat benefits to endangered fish.

In November 2004 a BHBF similar to what was undertaken in 1996 was carried out at
42,000 cfs to coincide with sediment inputs from the Paria River. This experiment was
considered more successful than the 1996 BHBF experiment in distributing marginal
amounts of sand, but still in insufficient quantities to have any lasting effect on critical
habitat conditions. Moreover, the subsequent trout suppression flows removed any
sediment gains that may have occurred.

Overall, AMP’s flow experimentations have been ineffective and imbalanced, with most
of the focus on failed efforts to conserve sediment. With the exception of a few months
in the summer of 2000, Reclamation and AMP have ignored the principle directive by
FWS to carry out steady flow experiments at various times throughout the year

To this day, when it is clear that some significant alteration of this failed flow regime
must be implemented, there remains virtually no support from Reclamation or AMP to
embrace establishing a flow regime consistent with the river’s natural hydrology as was
called for by the FWS 12 years ago.

In the AMP’s “Assessment of the Estimated Effects of Four Experimental Options on
Resources Below Glen Canyon Dam” (the alternatives submitted as scoping comments
for this EIS on the Long-Term Experimental Plan), two of the four options would allow
even less restrictions on dam operations than the current MLEF baseline. The other two
would make only modest changes to the current practice, with just Option B
mentioning the SASF alternative, and to be implemented for just one two-year period,
and not beginning until August 2011.
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B. Failure to Implement Selective Withdrawal

The 1994 Biological Opinion and the 1996 Record of Decision both stressed the need to
implement a mechanism to warm the water released from Glen Canyon Dam (selective
withdrawal or temperature control device). The water’s constant 46 degrees (F)
temperature is too cold for native fish, which evolved with an annual temperature
gradient from near freezing in winter months to up to 80 degrees (F) in the summer.

In 1998 the AMP initiated environmental review for proposed modifications to Glen
Canyon Dam’s intake towers that would allow for selective withdrawal, but this was
suspended without sufficient explanation. Parties concerned with the impacts warmer
water may have on the nonnative trout fishery, as well as the project’s overall costs,
were seen as impeding the process. Public pressure and the continued decline of
humpback chub numbers forced the NEPA process to be started anew in 2003. But here,
too, the process became bogged down as cost concerns were again raised.

The situation which compelled selective withdrawal to be a core component of the
AMP’s strategic plan is only more serious now, but Reclamation and AMP have refused
to complete the evaluation, much less get a temperature control device installed. The
likelihood that such a capital investment would be required, and that warmer water
may impact the trout population was known to both Reclamation and FWS when they
included this common element in the ROD and RPA respectively, thus such concerns
should not have impeded the implementation.

“Temperature modification has been identified as central issue to be resolved in
order to develop a mainstem spawning population of HBC. ... Reclamation has
been working diligently to accelerate the technical and administrative process
necessary for construction of the selective withdrawal structure. ... Funding will be
requested as a separate appropriation through the Federal budget process under
Section 8 of the Colorado River Storage Project Act.” (Reclamation Response to
FWS Biological Opinion, April, 6, 1995, page 4.)

Only as a result of the recent settlement agreement is the temperature control device
now slated to have its environmental review completed as part of the LTEP EIS.

C. Failure to Establish a Second Population of Humpback Chub

The RPA instructs Reclamation to establish a second population of humpback chub in
the main stem Colorado River below Glen Canyon Dam, or in one of Grand Canyon’s
tributaries. Obviously the habitat of the main stem provides the most diversity and is
the logical choice. This habitat is wide and abundant throughout Marble and Grand
Canyon, and much preferable to a small and isolated tributary stream.

No protocols have been fully developed for locating an appropriate site on the tributary
streams for a second population. For example, the habitat conditions required, water
quality, consultation with the Havasupai Nation (Havasu Creek), and/or how
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modifications to the habitat will be implemented to achieve suitable habitat conditions.
Nor have any studies been fully completed, or are past due, on the genetic differences
between those near the Little Colorado River and other aggregations, as specifically
requested by FWS.

D. Lack of Little Colorado River Management Plan

As the AMP has yet to recover habitat conditions in the main stem Colorado to allow
for humpback chub to spawn, the Little Colorado River (LCR) remains their sole
spawning habitat. As such, the RPA instructed Reclamation to develop a management
plan for the Little Colorado River. While Reclamation claims the LCR lies outside its
jurisdiction, this does not mean, as FWS has explained, that Reclamation could not have
been instrumental within a 12-year period to ensure a plan is put in place.

E. Lack of Progress on a Management Plan for the Razorback Sucker

The Grand Canyon reach of the Colorado River was designated as critical habitat for the
razorback sucker before 1995. FWS instructed Reclamation in the RPA to assist in
developing a management plan to re-establish habitat to support viable populations in
Grand Canyon National Park. While a workshop has been conducted, it did not, as FWS
stated, provide sufficient information to aid in the development of a plan and
Reclamation has not been responsive to helping to identify recovery sites that provide
spawning, nursery areas, floodplain, temperature and other aspects for restoration
potential.

The directives set forth by the Grand Canyon Protection Act, the ROD and the RPA
were clear, as were those set out in the AMP’s charter and strategic plan, but
Reclamation and the AMP refuses to work to meet even these basic benchmarks, much
less exhibit the forward thinking and pro-active leadership to bring about resource
recovery in Grand Canyon. How can the public expect that such resistance will be any
less apparent in future management plans for operations at Glen Canyon Dam?

3. Failure of the AMP Administration and Science

A. Address the Lack of Appropriate Leadership

The ROD called for the establishment of the AMP as a stakeholder group to advise the
Secretary of the Interior on implementation of Grand Canyon programs. Known as the
Adaptive Management Working Group (AMWG), this group is dominated by
representatives of the seven basin states, hydropower marketers and consumers, along
with environmental and recreation interests. These representatives have no legal
responsibility, but have been given de-facto decision-making authority for determining
the fate of Grand Canyon’s River ecosystem. While promoted as an all-inclusive
mechanism to ensure everyone interested in Grand Canyon’s recovery have their say,
this big tent strategy has proven to be nothing more than a convenient buffer to defend
Interior against critics who challenge the lack of progress on mitigating the impacts of
Glen Canyon Dam.
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As exemplified by AMWG's unwillingness to comply with RPA programs, the decline
in humpback chub, the extirpation of the razorback sucker, continued loss of essential
sediment, and accelerated degradation of archeological sites, the AMWG has clearly
failed. After 12 years of squandering public funds at the expense of Grand Canyon’s
river ecosystem, AMWG's proposed action for the LTEP only further illustrates that the
group is more focused on self-preservation than in the resource it is supposed to
protect.

This EIS is the result of interventions by parties outside AMP, due to the AMP’s lack of
commitment to undertake their responsibilities as defined by their strategic plan,
charter or the Grand Canyon Protection Act. There is no need for most of these
“stakeholders” to have a seat at the decision-making table. The management process for
the river corridor in Grand Canyon is guided by federal laws that are not in need of a
stakeholder group’s interpretation or obfuscation.

The primary interest in the preservation of cultural and natural resources downstream
of Glen Canyon Dam resides with the National Park Service, the Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the Tribes. Reclamation should have no role in the decision- making as it
relates to GCPA compliance. This should have been quite evident as early as 1995 when
Reclamation clearly stated it was not interested in recovery of endangered species, only
removal from jeopardy.

“By definition, the elements of an RPA describe an alternative action, which
will avoid the likelihood of jeopardy, as opposed to actions to achieve recovery.
The elements of the RPA seem to be focused on recovery. ... Recovery actions
should be included in the Opinion only as a conservation recommendation.”
(Reclamation Response to FWS Biological Opinion, April, 6, 1995, pages 2-3.)

“We fully recognize our responsibility under Section 7 of the ESA to not only
avoid action which will result in jeopardy to listed species, but a Federal agency
we are also directed to utilize resources in furtherance of the ESA through
carrying out programs for conservation of endangered species.” (Reclamation
Response to FWS Biological Opinion, April, 6, 1995, page 3.)

This statement is farcical. Were it true:

e The Biological Opinion it refers to would have been completed several years earlier,
as Reclamation would not have dragged its feet on completing the original EIS,
which commenced in 1989. No, only as a result to an act of Congress, the GCPA itself
mandating completion of the EIS, did Reclamation finally, “recognize its
responsibility under Section 7 of the ESA.”

e Reclamation would not have been quibbling with FWS over if and where such
recovery objectives should be contained in an FWS Biological Opinion, or later
arguing about subsequent recommendations in FWS'’s response to Reclamation’s
insufficient progress to the RPA. No, Reclamation would be embracing FWS advice
on how recovery can best be achieved.
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e No settlement agreement mandating yet another EIS would have been required to
resolve Reclamation’s continued failure to comply with Section 7 of the ESA, and no
letter such as this would have had to be written outlining the obvious deficiencies
with Reclamation’s recognition of its responsibilities under the ESA and GCPA.

It is long past due for Reclamation to be removed of any role relating to how Glen
Canyon Dam will be operated to ensure compliance with the GCPA. We have asked
Secretary Kempthorne to immediately direct NPS and FWS to be Interior’s primary
voices cooperating with scientists in advising the Secretary as to how Reclamation must
operate Glen Canyon Dam, as the GCPA states, “[T]o protect, mitigate adverse impacts
to, and improve the values for which Grand Canyon National Park and Glen Canyon
National Recreation Area were established, including, but not limited to natural and
cultural resources and visitor use.”

Reclamation and all as other parties are free to intervene as allowable by law, but they
should no longer be utilized to create an unnecessary ad hoc group that has a proven
track record of ineffectiveness and obstructionism.

B. Cease to Support the Competing Objectives

Since the time of drafting the first EIS for Glen Canyon Dam, completed in 1996, there
have been two distinct forces working against recovery of native fish in Grand Canyon:
hydropower generation and nonnative fish protection. Nowhere in the Grand Canyon
Protection Act is there any direct or indirect reference to these interests, yet they have
becoming a major force nonetheless. Both have representatives in the AMWG, and of
the 12 goals in the AMP Strategic Plan, two accommodate these interests directly:

* Maintain power production capacity and energy generation, and increase
where feasible and advisable, within the framework of the Adaptive
Management ecosystem goals.

e Maintain a naturally reproducing population of rainbow trout above the
Paria River, to the extent practicable and consistent with the maintenance of
viable populations of native fish.

As noted above, one of Reclamation’s primary rationales for adopting the MLFF was to
preserve hydropower benefits that would have been lost had Reclamation followed the
SASF recommendations of FWS. Nearly every issue affecting dam operations within the
AMP program is heavily debated and influenced by hydropower interests. Whether it
be a Beach/Habitat Building Flow (BHBF), that causes more water to pass through the
dam in excess of what the generators can accommodate, or running low flows in the
summer months far below what hydropower interests would prefer, hydropower
interest represent a major stumbling block to independent scientific experimentation
necessary to allow for species recovery in Grand Canyon National Park.

Efforts to find balanced flow regimes that benefits both endangered fish species and
hydropower are irrational as the science shows clearly that steady-state water flows are
more beneficial to native fish, whereas they compromise hydropower revenues.
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Additionally, as the primary source for AMP funding is to come from hydropower
revenues, having these interests in the decision-making process regarding recovery
management choices, adds further to this conflict of interest.

The Grand Canyon Protection Act clearly recognized that to achieve its objective of
mitigating Glen Canyon Dam’s impacts to achieve habitat restoration for endangered
species, hydropower production and revenue losses would likely be incurred. Section
1809 of the Act, “Replacement Power,” deals solely with this issue.

“...shall identify economically and technically feasible methods of replacing
any power generation that is lost through adoption of long-term operational
criteria for Glen Canyon Dam as required by Section 1804 of this title. The
Secretary shall present a report of the findings, and implementing draft
legislation, if necessary, not later than two years after adoption of long-term
operating criteria. The Secretary shall include an investigation of the feasibility
of adjusting operations at Hoover Dam to replace all or part of such lost
generation. The Secretary shall include an investigation of the modifications or
additions to the transmission system that may be required to acquire and
deliver replacement power.” (Grand Canyon Protection Act, page 5.)

Furthermore, while the GCPA makes specific references to preserving flows to meet
water delivery allocations, it makes no such reference as regards to power generation.
Therefore, the only responsibility power interests should have is to undertake their own
necessary planning for power sales and distribution, based on mitigation strategies
necessary to achieve compliance with the Act. They should have no role in determining
how, when or if any such strategies are implemented.

The same holds true for the protection of nonnative fish. The AMP wants to protect
rainbow trout populations in one section of the river, while it is has spent upwards of
$800,000 annually to remove them downstream.

It is known that cold-water and warm-water nonnative fish, such as rainbow trout and
catfish, predate on juvenile humpback chub. (Marsh and Douglas, 1997; Gorman, et al.
2005.) Other studies have documented trout predation on threatened native fish, such
as speckled dace and bluehead sucker. In January 2003, GCMRC'’s mechanical trout
removal crew caught a rainbow trout with a flannelmouth sucker in its mouth (USGS
press release of 3/4/2003).

While some assert that the real problem is brown trout predation on humpback chub,
since an individual brown trout is more likely to include fish in its diet than an
individual rainbow trout, the higher concentration of rainbows over brown trout causes
rainbow trout to exert a higher overall impact on humpback chub. Estimates suggest
that prior to recent trout removal near the Little Colorado River confluence, there were
about 39 times more rainbow trout than brown trout. (SCORE Report, page 48.)

The National Park Service, which itself once stocked trout in Grand Canyon tributary
streams, has abandon this practice altogether, and has even erected weirs in an attempt
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to impede trout populations from spawning in these tributary streams.

As has been demonstrated during the recent drought, the warmer water, combined
with low levels of dissolved oxygen, from Glen Canyon Dam releases have contributed
significantly to reducing rainbow trout populations above the Paria River, so much so
that Arizona Game and Fish had contemplated a restocking program prior to
threatened litigation. Putting in more fish when there's no food will merely force them
to migrate downstream to survive, potentially exacerbating the problems for the
humpback chub.

Attempting to preserve this nonnative trout fishery stands in direct conflict with a
principle requirement of the AMP: to implement the selective withdrawal program to
increase the water temperature being discharged from the dam. Nonnatives have
thrived in the cooler waters, while the natives continue to decline.

Such counterproductive objectives and stakeholders must be removed from the AMP
process.

C. Address the Lack of Scientific Rigor

A central component of the original AMP design was the development and
administration of an independent, peer-reviewed science program. This program would
carry out unbiased scientifically credible studies to inform the AMP’s decision-making
process. A small science staff (less than 12) was to administer the program through the
competitive bidding process and to award research contracts to the most competent
bidder. Both the bidding process and final reports were to be peer-reviewed to assure
quality and non-biased reporting.

The GCMRC, the science management component of the AMP, is now operating much
differently than established in the original guidelines set for this administrative
component of the USGS. The science staff is very large and most programs are being
done in-house with no independent peer-review.

Prior to the EIS the Glen Canyon Dam Environmental Studies program was seriously
criticized by the National Research Council (NRC) for this same failure to meet accepted
methods to assure scientific credibility. An independent review of the current AMP
science program would reveal a loss of integrity and standing when the original model
was abandoned in favor of what currently exists today in the GCMRC.

At a time when the Grand Canyon is about to lose another native fish species, the AMP
has cut back on scientific work, seemingly at the request of the Western Area Power
Administration, whose hydropower revenues are used to fund the science. The research
for the 2000 Low, Summer Steady Flow (LSSF) represents one of the most blatant
examples of how the AMP science program has been affected. First, the experiment was
fast tracked, with limited opportunity for outside input or competitive bidding for the
monitoring. Pre-experiment flow data was not compiled and therefore the design of the
experiment may not have been properly formulated. Scientists did not start collecting
data on the river until after the first spike flow occurred. Although the design of the
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experiment was released for the competition, the one proposed by the contractor was
not accepted. Also, this experimental flow was originally proposed to benefit native fish
with relatively low, steady flows in accordance with the Biological Opinion, but the
final experiment allowed for less than the recommended time.

The 1995 EIS assumed that experimentation and recovery efforts would be achieved
with firm attention paid to proper scientific protocol and management of public funds
toward endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon National Park. This is not
occurring. In fact the opposite is true. The AMP has enacted budget reductions and caps
without supplemental funds to adequately maintain and preferably improve
monitoring and research in Grand Canyon National Park. Finally, AMP is not
providing adequate management leadership while the USGS/GCMRC is not
contributing credible independent data required by the mandates prescribed by the
ROD, RPA and subsequent charters and guidelines.

It's unfortunate that the same weakness observed by the National Research Council in
1999, are still as relevant today:

“The adaptive management chapters of the strategic plans suffer from the following
weaknesses: (1) lack of clarity of the Center's roles within the Adaptive
Management Program; (2) inadequate discussion of competing goals and "visions;"
(3) lack of clearly-defined linkages between adaptive management, ecosystem
management, and social learning; (4) disparate management objectives and
information needs; (5) inadequate definition of the core adaptive management
experiment; (6) insufficient contingency planning; (7) insufficient decision analysis;
and (8) uneven progress toward independent program review.” (Downstream:
Adaptive Management of Glen Canyon Dam and the Colorado River Ecosystem, National
Science Council, page 59.)

The AMP has run amuck with no clear leadership or direction. It’s not that its mission
has been unclear, but its structure is functionally incapable of achieving it. Unless these
shortcomings are addressed, revising its work plan through a new EIS will only
exacerbate, not resolve, these problems. To that end, the AMP must discard AMWG and
put in place an advice and decision-making apparatus based primarily on scientific
principles. A wholly independent scientific body should be commissioned, that works
with the Park Service, FWS and Tribes to achieve the goals of the Grand Canyon
Protection Act. Reclamation must no longer play any leadership or advisory role, in the
AMP process, merely furnish any necessary information, and follow through on
implementing operational changes at Glen Canyon Dam.

4. Must Revise the Proposed Action

Reclamation states that the, “Adoption of a Long-Term Experimental Plan is needed to
ensure a continued, structured application of adaptive management in such a manner
as to protect, mitigate adverse impacts to, and improve the values for which Grand
Canyon National Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation were established.”
(Federal Register Notice of 12/12/2006.)
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Given that no significant progress has been made, and neither Reclamation nor the
AMP has demonstrated the willingness to carry out the structured application of
adaptive management that has already been put before them, along with known
contradictions and decision-making impediments, why would such a process be
continued?

It should be noted that the LTEP being conceived through this EIS process itself is the
result of the failure of the AMP to complete its assigned tasks. This plan was launched
in 2004, with the goal of finalizing the plan in 2005. It was not to be taken on by
Reclamation as a convenient mechanism under which to attempt to comply with the
conditions of the 2006 settlement agreement.

Reclamation’s proposal to undertake the LTEP only further illustrates its inability to
address the totality of issues that Reclamation’s policies are having on Grand Canyon
National Park. While some experimentation may indeed need to continue,
experimentation is merely a tool, and should not be an objective in and of itself. It is
precisely such reasoning that has lead to the downward spiral of resources in Grand
Canyon. So long as experimentation continues, Reclamation has felt that it has been
fulfilling its duty to the public, although throughout this time the natural and cultural
integrity of Grand Canyon’s river corridor has only worsened.

The EIS’s stated objective must be to develop alternatives that will bring about the
preservation and recovery of the natural and cultural resources of the Colorado River
corridor through Grand Canyon National Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation
Area. To what extent Glen Canyon Dam’s continued operations impedes or
compliments this objective can then be evaluated through the standard practice of
identifying the alternatives.

Further experimentation may or may not be warranted, but if so they should represent
components of alternatives to achieve specific resource recovery and preservation
objectives, not the objective of the EIS itself. Moreover, how and if the current elements
and structure of the AMP are to be “continued” must be subject to the same principle:
they must demonstrate how their continuation will help realize the successful
implementation of the alternative, when history has proven otherwise.

5. Issues to be Addressed in the EIS

A. Reformulate the AMP’s decision-making structure

To avoid repeating the past failings of the AMP, the EIS must contain an independent
review of the AMP’s progress to date in fulfilling its charter, strategic plan, the elements
of the ROD and the RPA. This should include evaluating all experimentation to
determine what baseline knowledge currently exists, and gaps if any need to be filled.
All current and former GCMRC employees and consultants should be surveyed to
determine their views on the efficiency and rigor of the experimentation to date and the
leadership and follow through by GCMRC and the AMWG with regard to scientific
findings. The review must address the issue of competing objectives, such as
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hydropower generation and exotic trout preservation, which have influenced
management actions. How well the current AMP has addressed the 1999 National
Research Council findings in Downstream: Adaptive Management of Glen Canyon Dam and
the Colorado River Ecosystem should also be addressed.

These findings should be used in developing the framework for a new AMP decision-
making structure to replace the AMWG comprised solely on those agencies with
primary jurisdiction over the management of those downstream cultural and natural
resources in Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and Grand Canyon National Park.
The findings should also be used to establish a wholly independent GCMRC outside of
the DOI to militate against agency bias in the quest for the best science to guide
resource protection.

B. Consider climate variability and change

At an increasing rate, federal scientists are warning that DOI should prepare for flow
reductions on the Colorado River in upwards of 10 to 40 percent as we continue
through this century. The DOI must partner with National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration to ensure the most up-to-date climate modeling is applied in evaluating
each alternative’s flexibility to climate variability. Particular attention must be given to
evaluating alternatives against scenarios where Lake Powell reservoir has not only
reached dead pool, but remains at dead pool over multiple years.

C. Identify appropriate timeframe

Based on the findings of the independent review, the EIS team should determine over
what time frame, if any, the alternatives contained within this EIS should be
implemented. Some proposals offered already for a ten-year timeframe are arbitrary,
and are based on no scientific rational as to whether or not certain outcomes may or
may not be determined within such a period. The development of alternatives should
focus first on determining what are the inputs necessary to achieve restoration and
recovery, and then determine the appropriate timeline for delivery and evaluation.

D. Focus on native fish recovery

The EIS must identify specific baseline objectives for nonnative fish suppression,
sediment and nutrient concentration, temperature gradients and flow characteristics
that are believed to stimulate recovery of critical habitat for Grand Canyon native fish.
It must then evaluate how each alternative will achieve these objectives for the
humpback chub population in the Little Colorado River, the establishment of a second
humpback chub population downstream of Glen Canyon Dam, the establishment of
razorback sucker habitat, and lastly, habitat for reintroduced bonytail chub, roundtail
chub and Colorado pikeminnow.

E. Provide for flows that mimic the natural hydrograph

Flow decisions should be evaluated in accordance with how well they mimic the
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natural hydrograph. This is the principle behind the recommendations from FWS in
their 1994 Biological Opinion, but has yet to be embraced by the AMP. As a result, all of
AMP’s flow recommendations should be rejected as none ensure that seasonally
adjusted steady flows will be initiated any time soon. Steady flows will improve the
productivity of the aquatic food base at higher trophic levels, and create the greatest
opportunity for establishing a second population for the humpback chub, and create
habitat for the razorback sucker as called for in the RPA and the Strategic Plan.

F. Address sediment augmentation

Much of AMP’s focus has been on marginal to failing efforts to push small amounts of
sediment and organic debris around Grand Canyon, while providing no demonstrated
benefits for the habitat conditions of endangered fish. There is an urgent need for
sediment and nutrients to be introduced back into the mainstem. The prospect of
mechanical sediment augmentation, which would place Lake Powell sediment, carbon
and other nutrients into the Colorado River below Glen Canyon Dam, has been
discussed by AMP, but not acted upon. Implementing an immediate plan for sediment
augmentation must be addressed by this EIS.

G. Recommend temperature control device for selective withdrawal

The EIS must recommend the installation of temperature control devices onto Glen
Canyon Dam’s intake structures. This project is already eight years behind schedule,
despite being a top priority in both the ROD and RPA. Recent discussions have
suggested that an alternative is being evaluated to construct devices on only two of the
eight intakes. This would allow for only minimal changes to the temperature of the
water, and will likely prove to have little value for experimental or habitat recovery
purposes. Reclamation modeling also shows that the increase of temperature from a
two-unit TCD is too modest, and insufficient for sustaining warm temperatures over
time. The EIS must recommend that all eight penstocks be retrofitted at one time to
maximize experimental flexibility, and thus the potential for achieving a positive result
for native fish recovery.

H. Remove nonnative fish

The EIS should evaluate any and all reasonable mechanisms for nonnative fish
suppression as necessary to improve habitat conditions for native fish. The EIS should
recommend that all stocking of nonnative trout cease below Glen Canyon Dam and that
dam operations not be modified in any way to intentionally benefit nonnative fish
habitat.

I. Address potential water quality impacts

With the probability of Lake Powell’s conservation pool being exhausted during the
timeframe of the proposed action, the potential for significant changes in the chemistry
and quality of water flowing into Grand Canyon cannot be ignored. Anaerobic bacteria,
hydrogen sulfide, and supersaline and metal-rich sediments are just some of the
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existing substances that could find their way through the dam’s bypass tubes. The EIS
must evaluate what these impacts might be, and how they would be mitigated.

For example, Reclamation was compelled to deal with low dissolved oxygen levels
from the turbines at Glen Canyon Dam last winter. A plume of oxygen-depleted water
reached the penstocks at the dam. The oxygen was depleted by decaying organic
matter, because the Colorado and San Juan rivers are eroding into the exposed sediment
deposits of Lake Powell due to the drawdown of the reservoir. The US Supreme Court
has decided (S.D. Warren v Maine) that threats to water quality are the responsibility of
the dam operators to mitigate.

The EIS should also address the operational and safety impacts of course sediments
flowing through Glen Canyon dam during low reservoir levels.

J. Establish sediment distribution to protect archeological resources

Archeological resources along the river continue to be threatened by the lack of
sediment. The terraces of sediment that host hundreds of the cultural sites continue to
slough off and move towards the river. As a result, artifacts must be removed, as
opposed to being protected in-situ as prescribed by historic preservation legislation.
The EIS should mandate that a comprehensive cultural site degradation abatement
program be established throughout the entire river corridor in accordance with NPS
standards. To the extent high flows are implemented, they should be in a range that
greatly exceeds 45,000 cfs, in order to provide the greatest opportunity for distribution
of sediment to the affected archeology sites. Many of the sites now suffering the greatest
impacts due to erosion are those above the 120,000 cfs terrace, thus flows of this
magnitude must also be accommodated. Providing infill for the arroyos in the high
benches of the river would be a great asset to the preservation of cultural sites. The
benefits of sediment augmentation should also be examined to improve archeological
resource stabilization.

K. Consider dam decommissioning

The most effective way to protect and restore the culture resources in Glen Canyon
National Recreation Area and Grand Canyon National Park is to return all the natural
processes which allowed these resources to evolve. The most effective way to achieve
this is to decommission Glen Canyon Dam. As such, the decommissioning alternative
must be evaluated.

L. Identify program funding sources

At current reservoir levels, it is possible that power generation, and thus CRSP and
AMP revenue streams could be brought to a standstill by the time this EIS is completed.
Two more years of flows at 50 percent of normal would lower Lake Powell to the point
where power production is no longer possible. The potential for power revenue streams
for AMP activities and research could be affected during the timeframe for the
proposed action, thus the EIS must address how this may affect each of the alternatives.
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It must also address how funding will be made available for large capital expenses,
such as selective withdrawal or sediment augmentation.

M. Establish a scientific baseline and conceptual modeling

There are currently no control sites for AMP experiments. In the book, Downstream:
Adaptive Management of Glen Canyon Dam and the Colorado River Ecosystem, the National
Research Council (National Academy of Sciences) has recommended that Cataract
Canyon above Lake Powell would serve this purpose, but there has been no action on
the part of the AMP or GCMRC to seize this opportunity. The EIS must mandate that
establishing such controls be a top priority in further experimentation.

The EIS must also mandate the completion and implement a conceptual ecosystem
modeling plan.

N. Complete a management plan for the Little Colorado River

Reclamation must ensure the development of a management plan for the Little
Colorado River. This plan specifically should address a hazardous material component
to protect humpback chub against toxic chemical spills. With the sole remaining Grand
Canyon humpback chub population concentrated at the mouth of the Little Colorado
River, they are particularly vulnerable to extinction should any water contamination
accident or other stochastic event occur in this tributary. A chemical spill occurred at
Lake Havasu last year affected the water of the reservoir.

Increasing the range of the critical habitat designation in the Little Colorado River
should also be explored to further promote translocation programs for the humpback
chub up this tributary.

CONCLUSION

The importance of an Adaptive Management Program to ensuring the future health and
vitality of the globally significant Grand Canyon ecosystem cannot be overstated.
However, growing evidence demonstrates not only an ongoing decline in many key
indicators, but an inability of Reclamation and AMP to manage the recovery tasks asked
of them. Without major changes in how this program is operated, the public should
prepare itself for the ongoing declines in the cultural and natural resource base of
Colorado River below Glen Canyon Dam.

The launching of a new EIS process on Glen Canyon Dam operations affords an
excellent opportunity to deliver to reverse this trend. Unfortunately, the Long-Term
Experimental Plan proposed action illustrates that Reclamation is not yet serious about
seizing this opportunity, but merely going through the motions in an effort to comply
with the settlement agreement.

Grand Canyon National Park, and all those who cherish it, deserve better. The future of
Grand Canyon is at a critical decision point. We hope Reclamation will take the
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corrective actions outlined above so that a truly valuable EIS process can get underway,
and the Colorado River ecosystem through Grand Canyon can finally get on the road to
recovery.

Sincerely yours,

John Weisheit, Conservation Director
Living Rivers & Colorado Riverkeeper

Michelle Harrington, Rivers Program Director
Center for Biological Diversity
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Honorable Dirk Kempthorne
Secretary of the Interior

1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington DC 20240

Re: Glen Canyon Dam Long-Term Experimental Plan EIS

Dear Mr. Kempthorne

In view of the initiative by the Department of the Interior for an Environmental Impact
Statement on the operations of Glen Canyon Dam, Living Rivers formally requests that
you advise us when the Bureau of Reclamation anticipates beginning the consultation
with the US Fish and Wildlife Service for the Biological Oplmon on the operations of
Glen Canyon Dam.

We request a copy of the letter for consultation and that a copy also be included in the
administrative record for the EIS.

Sincerely yours,

(?Qf’/a UW

ohn Weisheit
Living Rivers/Colorado Riverkeeper
Conservation Director

Cc: Mr. Rick Gold, Regional Director Upper Colorado Region

PO Box 466 « Moab, UT 84532 » (435) 259-1063 « Fax (435) 259-7612
www.livingrivers.org
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From: <josephorr@aol.com>

To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Thu, Jan 4, 2007 11:29 AM
Subject: Glen Canyon LTEP EIS

My comments:

Focus this EIS on developing alternatives that meet the intent of the Grand Canyon Protection Act to
preserve and improve park values downstream of the dam. Park values include native species and
ecosystems, sediment, cultural resources and visitor use —values that mean so much to all of us and to
future generations.

The National Park Service (NPS) should serve as a joint lead agency for this EIS process. National Park
values and resources downstream of Glen Canyon Dam are strongly influenced by dam operations.
LTEP alternatives must be scientifically credible with well-defined scientific hypotheses — don't just
develop a plan and then try to fit the science to it.

The LTEP should be based on an ecosystem approach that builds on what we already know.

LTEP options should be in compliance with legal responsibilities for protection of endangered species, as
well as those for the preservation of cultural resources in Grand Canyon.

The LTEP options should incorporate broader socio-economic analyses. In other words, the economic
analyses should not be restricted to the impacts to hydropower, but should also include the impacts to
other resources including recreation, local economies, and non-market values. Give us the whole picture
—not just a part of it.

Conduct a Beach Habitat Building Flow in early 2007 in order to provide urgently needed data to inform
this Long Term Experimental Pian.

Include BHBF’s as a common element to all LTEP alternatives, utilizing sediment triggers with specified
frequency based on best scientific data.

Support the development of a Selective Withdrawal Device for temperature control and improved water
quality as a common element to all alternatives.

Joe Orr

PO Box 1881

Alpine TX 79831-1881

Check out the new AOL. Most comprehensive set of free safety and security tools, free access to millions
of high-quality videos from across the web, free AOL Mail and more.
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From: <Joseph.Shannon@NAU.EDU>

To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Thu, Jan 4, 2007 3:44 PM

Subject: Long-Term Experimental Plan EIS for Glen Canyon Dam- Scoping Comments

Joseph Shannon, Ph.D.

Northern Arizona University

Merriam-Powell Center for Environmental Research
Dept. of Biological Sciences

PO BOX 5640

Flagstaff, AZ 86001

PH 928.523.1740

The continued success of a nation can be measured by the
health of its rivers.




Regional Director,

Bureau of Reclamation,

Upper Colorado Region,
Attention: UC-402,

125 South State Street,

Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1147
GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov

Long-Term Experimental Plan EIS for Glen Canyon Dam-
Scoping Comments

The Bureau of Reclamation should be commended for recognizing that the
current Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management program has failed to
meet the requirements of the Grand Canyon Protection Act, The Endangered
Species Act, The Antiquities Act or the National Park Service Organic Act .
At best the BOR has met compliance requirements by spending money
(>$200 million) over the past 20 years, but has failed to improve the river
ecosystem within Grand Canyon National Park.

[ suggest the following considerations for the Long-Term Experimental Plan
EIS;

1) The BOR consider a “re-plumbing” of the entire Colorado River Storage
Project to meet not just human needs but also to maintain a functioning
basin-wide river ecosystem. There are no models that suggest the current
CRSP will sustain any current populations (human or non-human) with even
the most benign changes in climate that are predicted,

2) It 1s assumed that flows can mitigate the negative impacts of dam
construction. This is not been proven by any dam operators on any river
world wide. In order to determine if this is a valid assumption the flows

dam operations used should be in place for as long as the dam has been built.

For Glen Canyon Dam that would mean 46 years if flows started in FY 2009

3) The experimental flows should match the pre-dam hydrograph based on
the snow pack for that year. For example if the April 1 snow pack was 12.5
maf then randomly pick a hydrograph from the Lees Ferry gauge that was
within 10% and match it to the hour. Hydro-electric could be made at
ramping rates of <10% of the daily peak. So 20K cfs daily high would mean
2K of power generation.



4) No other management actions could take place to complicate analysis,
like that is occurring at the present with fish killing and native stocking.
These actions would either have to stop or continue without interruption.

5) The AMP process should be disbanded and the BOR, NPS, and USFWS
are the only responsible groups. Annual meetings that are web broadcasted
would allow for public observation and input.

6) The United States Geological Survey - Grand Canyon Monitoring and
Research Center would be removed from any and all aspects determining the
impacts of the flow regime designed in #3. An independent academic panel
would solicit for a responsible contractor to conduct the monitoring and
reporting. This would remove current basis and lack of scientific rigor now
present within the USGS/GCMRC staff.

7) Tributaries within GRCA need to be protected and monitored as part of
the evaluation of the natural hydrograph flow plan. The main stem Colorado
River is owned and operated as the northern most part of the Central Arizona
Project by the BOR. But the tributaries are what maintain all of the native
fish found in GRCA.

8) Costs for monitoring should be $10 million/ year with a 7% increase per
year for inflation for 50 years. Paid for by the DOI, Creda, and WAPA.

Joseph Shannon, Ph.D.

Northern Arizona University

Merriam-Powell Center for Environmental Research
Dept. of Biological Sciences

PO BOX 5640

Flagstaff, AZ 86001

PH 928.523.1740
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From: Justin Walsh <waterbeast@mac.com>

To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Thu, Feb 22, 2007 3:32 PM

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement on the Long-term Operations for the Future

Operation's of Glen Canyon Dam
Attn: UC-402
125 South State Street

Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1147

Dear Mr. Gold,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following scoping

comments for the Environmental Impact Statement on the Long-term
Operations for the Future Operation's of Glen Canyon Dam. The river
ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park has suffered immensely over
the past forty years due to the operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and

it's vital that a fresh look at the problem be undertaken. | have

concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail in

this regard unless a number of critical issues are addressed.

First, | would like to express my tremendous dismay with the
Department of Interior's mishandling of the recovery efforts in Grand
Canyon National Park over the past 40 years, and that the information
presented so far by the Bureau of Reclamation indicates that this EIS
promises more of the same.

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be
beneficial, they are useless amidst a backdrop where the commitment
to implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already
experienced this with the completion of the first EIS twelve years

ago, and there's nothing outlined in the purpose and need for this

EIS process to indicate things will be any different once this

process concludes. For this exercise to yield any meaningful outcome,
the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the following:

1. Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery.

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen
Canyon Dam, but the ingredients necessary to bring about the recovery
and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River
corridor of Grand Canyon National Park. While such objectives may not
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be mutually exclusive, this has yet to be proven, and as such, one

should precede the other. The focus must first address the

ingredients necessary to restore the natural process to Grand

Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and at what costs, can

the Glen Canyon Dam/Lake Powell reservoir system be operated in order
to achieve this. The restoration ingredients must include:

0.The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's
natural discharge into Grand Canyon.

0.The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with
seasonal temperature variations of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon.

0.The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon
consistent with the amount that would be received in a dam-free
environment.

0.The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the
artificial riverine environment created by Glen Canyon Dam operations.

2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam.

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving
the restoration of the natural process necessary for the recovery and
preservation of endangered species in Grand Canyon's river corridor.
The no-dam alternative provides a valuable base line from which to
evaluate other operational alternatives. Additionally, in light of

the climate and human induced changes affecting flows into Lake
Powell, and thus the viability of the dam to meet perceived water
supply and hydroelectric benefits, BoR has additional incentive to
examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent with the
Council on Environmental Quality guidelines.

3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program.

Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as

outlined in the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon Dam operations, the Glen
Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in
almost every aspect, causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure
further damage. Many of AMP's failings were spelled out in the United
State's Geological Survey's SCORE Report of October 2005. It was
precisely these failings that have compelled BoR to undertake this

new EIS process as part of its settlement agreement with

environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the
AMP, any recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of
little value, as there are no mechanisms to ensure they won't be
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ignored as were those from the EIS twelve years ago.

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not
surprising that the AMP has been intransigent toward addressing the
true needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon.
Scientific, not political and commercial interests, should be the

sole advisors to the Secretary of Interior on how Grand Canyon's

river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed consistent
with the recovery objectives.

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and
independent body of research and advisory scientists, where the
monitoring and research data are consistently and thoroughly peer-
reviewed prior to formulating any recommendations to the Secretary of
Interior.

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand
Canyon National Park due to the operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For
much of this time the public has been asking that this be remedied.
We continue to lose valuable time and species as the BoR
procrastinates and resists the public's mandate to put the resource
first. While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the benefits

Glen Canyon Dam may provide, there will never be another Grand
Canyon. It's time for the BoR to stop thwarting the public's interest

to protect it.

Sincerely,

JUSTIN BURKE WALSH
1120 Toole AVE
MSSOULA, MT 59802

(406) 543 0988
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